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ABSTRACT
Now 40-years old, John Berry’s integration hypothesis of acculturation corrected many misconceptions about how to help people adjust to cross-cultural encounters. This research program has
influenced many helping professionals—including counselors, educators, and policymakers—in
support of people living cross-culturally. However, there are a number of issues that limit the applicability of his original theorizing on acculturation strategies for those living as a part of multiple cultural communities. In the first chapter of this dissertation, I conduct a review of longitudinal person-centered studies on acculturation orientations to critically address the helpfulness and
limitations of his theory. In the second chapter, I critically test the integration hypothesis of acculturation through latent class growth curve analysis to determine how acculturation strategies

are related to well-being over time in an adult immigrant sample. I then sought to explore the relationship of humility and well-being among people living cross-culturally. In a sample of 1552
adult immigrants from the New Zealand Values and Attitudes Survey (NZVAS), I explored (1)
whether humility would incrementally predict well-being in addition to acculturation and enculturation of identity, and (2) whether humility would moderate the relationship of acculturation
orientations and well-being. Specifically, I hypothesized that for those with an integration profile, higher levels of humility would predict a greater level of well-being. For those with non-integration strategies, I hypothesized that humility would interact with their acculturation orientation in a way that buffers the negative relationship between the likelihood of being classified in
non-integration profiles with well-being. This would indicate humility promotes greater levels of
well-being among people with different balances of cultural identities or commitments. Against
my prediction, humility did not interact with acculturation orientations to predict levels or
changes in well-being. Results of latent class growth curve and moderation analyses provided
partial support for hypotheses of this study. In addition to acculturation orientation and ethnic
deprivation, humility did incrementally predict variance in levels of well-being in an adult immigrant sample. I conclude by discussing implications and future directions for the study of acculturation and humility in cross-cultural contexts.
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1 A Critical Look at the Integration Hypothesis: A
Systematic Review of Longitudinal Person-Centered Studies
Intercultural contact is as old as history, and yet, global migration patterns over the past
century present a new challenge or humanity. In 2020, the World Economic Forum estimated
that more than 270 million people lived in countries other than where they were born (Edmond,
2020). Such unprecedented intercultural transitions, whether driven by work, study, or crisis, can
lead to new opportunities and meaningful relationships, but also to fearful protectionist policies
and oppression. With intercultural contact people are likely to experience greater contact with
sometimes quite different worldviews, as well as pressures to adopt or identify with new cultural
identities or views. In facing such demands, what promotes healthy adaptation? For years, counseling psychologists have addressed this question through recommendations for practice, policy,
and advocacy (e.g., Edwards & Lopez, 2006; Miller, 2007, 2010; Schwartz et al., 2011; Wang,
Wei, & Chen, 2015; Yoon et al., 2011, 2013, 2020). In addition to advocating for multiculturally
tolerant societies, some scholars (e.g., Berry, 1997, 2019; Ward, 2013) have suggested that some
ways of adapting to the demands of another culture (i.e., acculturation) may work better than others do. Yet, this theorizing was initially drawn from primarily cross-sectional research. The purpose of this present review is to use longitudinal studies that are appropriate for evaluating theorizing on cross-cultural adjustment.
Key Concepts
There are two common definitions scholars use for acculturation. One definition of acculturation is the psychological, behavioral, and sociocultural changes that occur when a person or
group comes into contact with another cultural group (e.g., Berry, 2019; Yoon et al., 2013).
Scholars describe these changes as dynamic and developmental in nature as opposed to a stable
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status (Yoon et al., 2020). The second definition distinguishes acculturation from enculturation
(adherence to one’s heritage culture). In this context, acculturation refers to the adoption of a
second culture or the mainstream culture (e.g., Ward & Kus, 2012, Rudmin, 2009; Yoon et al.,
2020). The field has critiqued early research on acculturation for upholding a colonialist perspective that other groups would do best if they assimilated to the norms of the dominant culture
(Rudmin, 2009).
Berry’s bilinear model of acculturation and enculturation has become one of the leading
theories in the study of acculturation (Berry, 1997, 2019; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). Berry referred
to this model because individuals simultaneously deal with one process of cross-cultural adaptation to a mainstream culture while also managing another process associated with relating to
their heritage culture. Individuals adopt strategies of orienting themselves to their heritage culture (e.g., ethnic group) and the host culture (e.g., dominant culture, mainstream culture, or a national identity; Berry, 1997, 2003, 2019). In the bilinear model, there are four potential strategies: (a) integration, which involves maintaining one’s own heritage culture while participating
in the host culture; (b) separation, which involves maintaining one’s heritage culture and not partaking in the host culture; (c) assimilation, which involves moving toward participating increasingly in the host culture with less priority to maintain one’ own heritage culture; and (d) marginalization, which involves having little interest, value, or participation in either one’s heritage culture or one’s host culture (Berry, 2019). The keystone hypothesis of the bilinear model is that,
given certain conditions (i.e., multicultural tolerance and security in a society), integration is the
most advantageous strategy of acculturation (Berry, 2019, p. 25-26). Indeed, Berry and colleagues have accumulated evidence that integration is predictive of greater psychological, sociocultural, and intercultural well-being (see Berry, 2019 for a review of this work).
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Research on the Bilinear Model
Research on the bilinear model has seen considerable evolution and development as
scholars have raised their methodological standards. Recent reviews and meta-analyses (see
Berry, 2019; Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013; Rudmin, 2009; Schwartz et al., 2010; Ward &
Geeraert, 2016; Yoon et al., 2013, 2020) published over the past 10+ years have been instrumental in consolidating what we know about acculturation and adaptation. In light of the current definition of acculturation, researchers now prefer to measure acculturation on the bilinear scale as
opposed to a bipolar scale. For, enculturation and acculturation are not necessarily in conflict
(i.e., Miller, 2007; Rudmin, 2009). Most recently, Yoon et al. (2020)’s meta-analysis showed the
overall relationship of enculturation and acculturation to be weakly related (r = -.20).
Bilinear measurements of acculturation strategies are typically specific to the intercultural
context (i.e., immigration, international education) and domains (i.e., identity, behaviors) (Demes
& Geeraert, 2014). The length of measures also appears to vary based on researchers concerns
about test fatigue, but with the majority being of a shorter nature (Celenk & van de Vijver, 2014;
Demes & Geeraert, 2014). The field has produced several measures to assess orientations to acculturation. Among them are the Acculturation Attitudes Scale (Sam & Berry, 1995) and the Bicultural Identity Integration Scale-2 (Huynh et al., 2011) (see Celenk & Van de Vijver, 2014 for
a more exhaustive list of measures). To specifically examine integration (or sometimes also referred to as biculturalism), researchers often use one of three strategies—a bipolar scale, four
scales to target each hypothesized strategy, or two continuous variables (Celenk & van de Vijver,
2014). Currently, scholars recommend using two continuous variables to assess a person’s host
and heritage orientation to account for the bidimensional structure of acculturation strategies (Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2006; Demes & Geeraert, 2014). This strategy allows researchers to
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choose measures that specifically assess participants’ orientation to host and heritage cultures for
use in regressions or person-centered analyses (Demes & Geeraert, 2014). Measures that align
with this approach include the widely used Acculturation Scale for Mexican-Americans II (host
orientation; Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995) and Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity
Measure (heritage orientation; 1992).
The strategy of using two continuous variables has sometimes led to questionable decisions in research on acculturation. Some studies dichotomously split samples at the median or a
scalar midpoint using Likert response ratings to categorize people into acculturation strategies
(e.g., operationalizing integration as being above the mean for both heritage and host cultural
variables) that are consistent with Berry’s theory (e.g., Berry & Hou, 2017). Using a median split
is an arbitrary way to determine groups that has received strong criticism (Demes & Geeraert,
2014; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). Accordingly, as scholars have become more familiar with more
complex designs and approaches, the field has been moving toward person-centered analyses
(e.g., latent profile analysis) to examine the presence of orientations within a sample and their
relationship to well-being (e.g., Fox et al., 2013; Knight et al., 2009; Schwartz & Zamboanga,
2008; Schwartz et al., 2013). In these studies, profiles do not match up quite as well with the theoretical distinctions, often providing evidence of integration, separation, and assimilation strategies but not marginalization (Schwartz et al., 2010; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). Additionally, some
studies have observed another profile, which they have described as moderate integration (i.e.,
Coatsworth, 2005; Schwartz et al., 2010).
Recent work on Berry’s theory has also considered the possibility that strategies of acculturation or enculturation may vary within-person depending on the domain (i.e., attitudes, language, knowledge, behaviors, social practices, values, identity; Berry, 2019; Schwartz et al.,
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2010; Yoon et al., 2013). For example, a person may become bilingual (i.e., integrated orientation of frequently speaking two languages), but endorse a high cultural value of individualism
and not adopt a high value of collectivism (i.e., assimilation or separation) while living in a multicultural setting. Thus, examining different domains may lead to identifying a number of acculturation strategies that are exhibited by the same person. Similarly, acculturation strategies in a
single domain may vary by generational statuses. For instance, at a certain point in time, a person’s acculturation strategy in a moment may appear to be one of separation. But, when considering a single point of time in the context of an individual’s or family’s lifespan, this person’s
strategy may be more representative of a trajectory toward integration (Yoon et al., 2020).
A final aspect of Berry’s model to focus on is the way that contextual and situational factors interact with people’s strategies (Berry, 1966, 2019; Ward, 2013). In his ecocultural model,
Berry identifies ecological, environmental, cultural, and sociopolitical factors driving the development of individuals’ acculturation strategies. Scholars have identified such factors in the context as experiences of discrimination, cultural distance, geographical location, the expectations of
mainstream society, and whether someone’s cross-cultural experience is voluntary/non-voluntary, permanent/temporary, or characterized by stability/mobility (Ward, 2013; Ward & Geeraert,
2016; Yoon et al., 2020). Reviews and meta-analyses report that contextual factors moderate the
relationship between acculturation or enculturation and the relationships of acculturation/enculturation with cross-cultural adjustment (Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013; Ward & Geeraert,
2016; Yoon et al., 2013, 2020).
Empirical Status of Berry’s Primary Prediction related to Integration Status
Most meta-analyses to date have supported the integration hypotheses. In a meta-analysis
of 83 studies on integration (or, biculturalism) and psychological and sociological outcomes in

6

adjustment, Nguyen and Benet-Martinez (2013) observed highly integrated strategies to be
linked to higher self-esteem, lower anxiety, stronger academic performance, and less behavioral
problems. Moreover, they found integration to be significantly stronger in its relationship to outcomes of adjustment than either a heritage or host-orientation is on its own. Similarly, Yoon and
colleagues (2013) conducted a meta-analysis on the relationships of enculturation, acculturation
(in this case adopting the host culture) and mental health in 325 studies. In omnibus tests, acculturation as the adoption of the mainstream culture was positively associated with positive mental
health (r = .10, p < .001, k = 97) and negatively associated with negative mental health outcomes
(r = -.10, p < .001, k = 208). Enculturation was positively associated with positive mental health
outcomes (r = .14, p < .001, k = 57).
When Yoon et al. (2013) examined moderators in their meta-analysis, they found that a
bilinear operationalization of acculturation was positively related to positive mental health (r =
.18, p <.001, k = 42) and that unilinear acculturation was unrelated (r = .03, p > .05, k = 55).
Concerning domains of measurement, acculturation via language (speaking the mainstream language proficiently) was associated with negative mental health (r = -.11, p <.01, k = 27) whereas
other domains of acculturation were not associated with negative mental health. The domain did
not moderate the associations of acculturation with positive mental health. For enculturation, domain did not moderate the relationship of enculturation with negative mental health, but concerning positive mental health, only enculturation of identity was significantly related to positive
mental health (r = .14, p < .001, k = 16).
Yoon et al. (2013) found that across studies identifying acculturation strategies, positive
mental health was positively related to integration (r = .10, k = 10) and unrelated to strategies of
assimilation (r = -.03, k = 8), separation (r = -.01, k = 7), and marginalization (r = -.00, k = 5).
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Negative mental health outcomes were associated with marginalization (r = .29, p <.05, k = 8),
and unrelated to integration (r = -.14, k = 10), assimilation (r = -.04, k = 13), and separation (r =
.04, k = 13). Comparing acculturation strategies to one another, integration showed a large effect
size relative to marginalization on outcomes of positive mental health (d = .92, k = 9) and a small
effect size relative to assimilation (d = .33, k = 9). Integration did not significantly differ from
separation (d = .27, k = 9). For negative mental health outcomes, people holding integration strategies reported fewer symptoms than those classified as using assimilation (d = -.40, k = 18), separation (d = -.33, k = 17), and marginalization (d = -.46, k = 13) strategies.
Although these meta-analyses have advanced a more nuanced understanding of acculturation and have provided support for Berry’s integration hypothesis, the findings of meta-analyses
have limitations based on the nature of the studies that they aggregate. In the case of research on
acculturation, both of these meta-analyses focused on large literatures of cross-sectional studies,
despite the fact that the key predictions of Berry’s model refer to adjustment to cross-cultural dynamics over time. Accordingly, although these results are certainly consistent with Berry’s predictions, longitudinal studies are needed in order to see if the results explain the unfolding of adjustment processes over time.
Particularly, longitudinal methodology is necessary for empirically supporting the theory
that acculturation strategies have a directional effect on well-being. Berry’s theory implies that
strategies influence subsequent adjustment outcomes, but the cross-sectional findings do not rule
out other causal processes, reciprocal/bidirectional relationships between well-being and strategies, or even measurement confounds (e.g., measurement of integration may overlap with measurement of psychological adjustment). Indeed, Yoon et al. (2020) suggested that the slowing rate
of productivity in the field of acculturation warrants the attention of counseling psychologists to
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an over-saturation of cross-sectional studies (p. 344). Scholars have noted similar concerns with
relying on cross-sectional methods to test theory that could only be tested using longitudinal design (e.g., Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013; Rudmin, 2009; Schwartz et al., 2010; Yoon et al.,
2013, 2020). Therefore, in order to trust results of meta-analyses of cross-sectional studies, we
need to consider results from acculturation studies that used longitudinal designs.
Potential Problems that Might Emerge in Longitudinal Studies
Three problems might emerge in longitudinal studies testing the bicultural model. First,
cross-sectional measurements of acculturation are quite varied, but they hold one thing in common: they can only identify someone’s level of integration (i.e., single variable/scale) or levels
on host and heritage orientation (i.e., two variables). What constitutes an integration strategy,
though, in these studies? Maintenance? Increase in one or both orientations? It is essential to understand a strategy by examining its longitudinal trajectory. By tracking integration over time,
we can also examine what accounts for well-being – maintaining a high status (i.e., the intercept), the process of increasing in integration (i.e., the slope), or both. Theory implies that integration ought to entail either or both maintenance and an increase in host and heritage orientations. To draw implications for practice, it is imperative to have a better idea of what the strategy
actually is (i.e., a certain scale intercept or a type of slope). Observing latent growth curves can
help us address whether the intercept, slope, or predictive of well-being.
Second, cross-sectional measurement strategies imply that people are stable in their heritage and host cultural orientations. But, without longitudinal studies in place, we do not know if a
person’s status of an integration strategy represents their strategy over a longer time period. In
fact, the process of adjusting to living as a part of multiple cultural communities would imply,
that at some point, integration should be dynamic and not stable. By recommending individuals
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and groups to develop an integration orientation, the assumption is that, once they develop it,
they will maintain it as long as factors in their environment hold constant. By assessing the stability and transition probabilities of an integration strategy over time, we can determine if such
an assumption about an integration strategy is appropriate. Without such knowledge, interventions geared toward adoption of integration strategies may not result in stable outcomes of
change.
The third issue is that cross-sectional studies cannot account for why integration would
be a better strategy. They can only speculate about possible mediation models. For instance,
Berry (2007, 2019) hypothesized that integration is better because it enhances social relationships which in turn, benefit well-being. Yoon et al. (2012) tested this theory with a multiple mediation model in which they hypothesized that perceived discrimination, social status, and social
connectedness would mediate the effects of acculturation and enculturation on satisfaction with
life, positive affect, and negative affect. They identified a model in which acculturation and enculturation regressed strongly on mainstream and ethnic social connectedness (.60 - .68). Additionally, these measures of social connectedness had moderate effects (.30 - .41) on subjective
well-being. Yet, because this test was cross-sectional, it would be inappropriate to interpret the
indirect effects in these models as evidence of mediation. Thus, to recommend an integration
strategy for improving well-being, it is crucial to review longitudinal tests that include mediators
for the effects of acculturation strategies on well-being.
Purpose of the Present Review
In the present review, I seek to answer three key questions about the nature of integration
strategies. First, what exactly is the nature of an integration strategy over time? In tandem with
this inquiry, I seek to observe how such integration trajectories are associated with psychological

10

and sociocultural outcomes. Identifying studies using growth mixture modeling can help us observe longitudinal trajectories of acculturation. This will allow us to determine whether an acculturation status at a single point in time is indeed a good proxy for what an acculturation strategy
is over time, or whether orientations at a single point need to be differentiated from strategies
over time. Moreover, by examining associations or trajectories with outcomes, we can help to
clarify the relationships of acculturation strategies with well-being and adjustment.
Second, I want to address the question of how stable a person’s acculturation strategy/profile is over time. Do people typically maintain an integration strategy over time? Or is it
more common to transition in and out of integration strategies over time? Recommending clients
to adopt a certain strategy rests on the assumption that they would tend to maintain (or move into
and maintain) an integrated strategy over time. Latent transition analyses are useful for identifying the likelihood that a person would maintain a certain acculturation profile over time.
The third question I want to address through this review is how well person-centered longitudinal studies are doing at identifying the underlying mechanisms for why certain strategies
are associated with sociocultural or psychological adjustment. Therefore, it will be critical to
identify which of the studies included tests of mediation that allow us to explain why integration
would predict better outcomes in adaptation.
Method
Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
To address the main questions of this paper, I set the following search criteria. First, a
study had to use longitudinal designs. Second, the papers must identify acculturation strategies
with the use of person-centered analyses (i.e., growth mixture modeling). Accordingly, the profiles or trajectories must be based on measures of acculturation strategies rather than contextual
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factors, acculturative stress, or other outcomes. Finally, I only included studies written in English
in my review, because I am not proficient in reading studies published in other languages.
Retrieval Procedures
On February 27th, 2020, I conducted a search with “accultur*” in the first line; AND any
of the following terms related to the integration hypothesis, “bicultural*,” “integrat*,” “Berry,”
OR “bidimensional” in the second line; and with one of the following terms related to data analysis in the third line, “latent profile analysis”, “latent class analysis”, “growth mixture modeling”,
“cluster analysis”, or “trajectory.” I also examined the reference sections of articles that met each
of the criteria. With recommendations for person centered analyses in the study of acculturation
only appearing recently (Fox et al., 2013; Schwartz et al., 2010), I searched for studies in
PsycINFO published between 2000-2020. This search resulted in an initial pool of 85 published,
peer-reviewed studies and 17 dissertations.
Reviewing abstracts, I was able to exclude 60 of the 102 studies, because they did not
meet inclusion criteria. Within the remaining 42 articles, I identified 22 additional studies from
the reference sections for potential inclusion. By reading the studies’ methodologies and results,
I identified nine out of 64 papers that met all of the inclusion criteria. I then removed one dissertation (Gonzalez-Soldevilla, 2003) because no information was provided for how the author decided that their cluster solutions for Mexican-American daughters and mothers demonstrated better fits than other potential solutions. I also removed one published study (Kim et al., 2015) because the acculturation strategies were based on a cross-sectional latent profile analysis. Repeating the same literature search using APA PsycINFO on August 3, 2020, I identified one addi-
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tional study published in 2020. References in this article led to two more articles that met inclusion criteria. Thus, 10 studies met inclusion criteria and were thus included in this present review.
Data Abstraction
I retrieved the following information: (a) the dimensions of acculturation (the independent variables), (b) the descriptions of intercepts and curves of profiles/trajectories, (c) proportions
of the profiles/trajectories in the sample, (d) transition or stability probabilities of profiles over
time (e) outcomes associated with integration profiles, (f) mediating variables for integration and
outcomes, and (g) the timespan of the study.
Results
General Characteristics of Studies
Publishers of Studies
Six journals published the ten articles in this review, with the most prolific journals representing the field of adolescent development (Journal of Youth and Adolescence; n = 4, Child Development; n = 2, Journal of Research on Adolescence, n = 1). The fields of cross-cultural psychology (n = 2) and international psychology (n = 1) produced the remaining studies. No longitudinal person-centered studies assessing acculturation strategies were published in the flagship
journals of counseling psychology. I provide descriptions of these studies in Tables 1.1-1.4.
General Sample Characteristics
A total of 6,507 participants were included in this set studies, representing immigrant and
ethnic minority populations in the U.S. and Europe. Samples in the U.S. were from metropolitan
communities in Phoenix, Miami/South Florida, and Los Angeles. Each study focused on adolescent immigrant samples, with one including latent profiles of 266 parents/caregivers. Immigrant
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samples in the United States identified as Hispanic or Mexican American adolescents (n = 3249).
Three other studies included immigrant youth in Western Europe. The immigrants identified as
Turkish immigrants to Germany (n = 358), ethnically German immigrants resettling in Germany
from the former Soviet Union (n = 489), and Muslim immigrants living in Germany (n = 736),
England (n = 339), Sweden (n = 557), and the Netherlands (n = 513). Notably, this set of studies
on acculturation strategies did not include samples from adult populations such as immigrants,
international students, diplomats, temporary expatriate workers, and non-profit/religious workers. Collectively, timespans of the studies ranged from two years to seven years, with a median
and mode of three years (n = 5).
Measurement of the Bicultural Model
Two main measurement strategies were prevalent in these studies: the use of a single
measure that assesses bicultural orientation (integration) and the use of two continuous variables
(scale scores or single items) to assess acculturation and enculturation. Both strategies allowed
for person-centered analyses that described the nature of acculturation orientations. Six of the articles reported using a single measure to assess enculturation and acculturation (Knight et al.,
2009, 2014; Losoya et al., 2008; Schwartz et al., 2013, 2015a, 2015b). The ARMSA-II (Cuellar
et al., 1995) was used twice (consisting of Mexican/Mexican American and Anglo Affiliation/
Identification subscales), the Bicultural Involvement Questionnaire (BIQ; Scapocznik et al.,
1980) was used twice (consisting of Hispanicism and Americanism subscales), the Bicultural
Identity Integration Scale (BIIS-I; Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005) was used once (two scales
assessing heritage and host cultural identities), and the Mexican American Cultural Values Scale
(MACVS; Knight et al., 2011) was used once. The ARSMA-II and the BIQ examine multiple
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domains of acculturation (i.e., language, practices, cultural identification) while the BII-I assesses the domain of identity and the MACVS assesses the domain of values. Both the ARSMAII (Cuellar et al., 1995) and BIQ (Scapocznik et al., 1980) demonstrated good psychometrics, but
to my knowledge, psychometrics have not been established for the other scales listed (Celenk &
van de Vijver, 2014).
Six studies measured acculturation orientations through the use of two variables (Jugert et
al., 2020; Matsunaga et al., 2010; Schwartz et al., 2015a, 2015b; Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et
al., 2014). The most common strategy was to measure enculturation through the MEIM (Phinney, 1992; n = 6) and acculturation through and a multi-item measure of mainstream identification (American Identity Measure, Schwartz et al., 2012; n = 2), the Ethnic Identity Scale
(Umaña-Taylor et al., 2004; n = 1), or two items regarding attitudes toward how things are done
in the U.S. (Unger et al., 2002, n = 1). Two studies used single items for host and heritage orientations (Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al., 2014).
Findings Related to Question 1: What is Integration and How Does It Relate to Well-being?
Eight studies used person-centered latent growth curves (i.e., growth mixture modeling)
to identify acculturation strategies among adolescent immigrants. Four studies demonstrated stable trajectories of high integration over the course of time (Knight et al., 2009, 2014; Losoya et
al., 2008; Schwartz et al., 2015b). Authors used both measurement strategies to identify stable
integration trajectories (single scale, n = 3; two scales, n = 1). Four studies revealed increasingly
integrated strategies with significant changes in growth curves over time (Schwartz et al., 2013;
Schwartz et al., 2015a; Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al., 2014). Again, these trajectories were
identified using both a single scale (n = 1) and two continuous variables for measurement of integration (n = 3). See Table 1.1 for descriptive statistics of the nature of these trajectories.
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Seven of these studies tested associations of strategies with outcomes that included physical and psychological well-being (health, depressive symptoms, internalizing problems), sociocultural adaptation (behavior at school, delinquent behaviors, bicultural adaptation, intergroup
contact), or positive youth development (prosocial behavior, ethnic pride, life satisfaction, selfesteem, and optimism). Studies employed two main types of analyses to compare strategies on
outcomes: structural models that assess the strength of association (see Table 1.2) and means difference tests on outcomes (Table 1.3).
Status of language and behavioral integration
Knight et al. (2009) examined acculturation trajectories in a sample of 332 Mexican
American adolescents living in the Phoenix, AZ area, who had committed a legal offense.
Among the 300 males in this sample, a stable integration status of bilingualism (24.7% of the
sample) was associated initially with less frequent heavy episodic drinking and a significant decline in heavy drinking over five years (Losoya et al., 2008). Additionally, bilingualism predicted a significant decline in marijuana use over five years.
In 2013, Schwartz and colleagues published a study identifying acculturation trajectories
among 266 adolescents and their parents participating in the Familias Unidas substance use and
HIV prevention program. Three trajectories were identified over the course of four time-points
among adolescents using the behavioral BIQ (Szapocznik et al., 1980) measure: high bicultural
(64.3%), moderate bicultural (11.3%), and assimilated (24.1%). Intercepts and slopes were only
described and charted, but not directly reported. The integrated profile among youth had high
Americanism and Hispanicism scores that were stable with a slight increase over two years. The
highly bicultural adolescents reported higher levels of family functioning and less aggressive behavior than adolescents with an assimilation strategy (Schwartz et al., 2013). Among the parents,
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there were three classes, with the authors describing one as moderate bicultural. This group had
stable moderate to high scores on both Americanism and Hispanicism over two years.
Status of identification integration
Knight and colleagues (2009) also identified a stable moderately integrated (“dual cultural”, 62%) trajectory in the domain of cultural identification/affiliation among Mexican American adolescents. Testing the association of trajectories from the Knight et al. (2009) study in the
male population, Losoya and colleagues (2008) found that the dual cultural identification group
reported lower initial levels of marijuana use than the primarily Mexican American group
(Losoya et al., 2008).
Schwartz and colleagues (2015b) used latent class growth analysis to examine acculturation strategies among 302 Hispanic immigrant adolescents in Miami, FL. and Los Angeles, CA.
They found two strategies using a single measure: lower bicultural identity integration (57.3%)
and higher bicultural identity integration (42.7%). Those with high and stable bicultural identity
integration reported higher levels of positive youth development and family functioning than
those in a lower bicultural identity profile. Significant differences occurred in self-esteem, optimism, prosocial behavior, parental involvement, parent-adolescent communication, and family
communication (Schwartz et al., 2015b).
Status of values integration
In the dimension of cultural values, Knight and colleagues (2014) identified four trajectories among a group of 749 Mexican American adolescents: integrated, assimilating, separated,
and marginalized/moderately integrated. The integrated profile in this study consisted of 32.2%
of the sample and had stable trajectories with no significant change over time. The separated profile (14.3%) was similar to the integrated profile in initial levels but the mainstream orientation
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in this profile significantly decreased. Both, the integrated and separated strategies were predictive of higher ethnic identity exploration, resolution, and affirmation in year two of the study,
compared to the assimilated profile or the moderately integrated/marginalized profile. In year
three, the integrated strategy reported higher bicultural psychological and sociocultural adaptation (comfort, ease, and advantage) than the assimilated and marginalized/moderate profiles, but
not the separated profile.
Summary of Stable Integration Strategies
Four studies found a stable integration strategy over time across domains of language, behaviors, identification, and values. In these studies, the integration strategy positively predicted
adjustment—psychologically and socioculturally. Moreover, in three of the four studies, an integrated strategy was advantageous for Hispanic immigrant adolescents in the U.S. than assimilated, moderately integrated, or marginalized strategies. This overall description of stable integration strategies overtime is beneficial in indicating that an integration status is a good proxy for
integration strategies over time. However, we also found four studies in which increasingly integrated growth curves represented an integration strategy. Examining these studies is critical in
order to make headway in clarifying the nature of integration strategies and how they predict
well-being.
Process of Integration in Dimension of Identity
Among 366 adolescent immigrants in Germany from the former Soviet Union, there were
three groups: “Idealists” (an assimilated profile becoming increasingly integrated in the dimension of identity, 28.4%), “Skeptics” (a separation profile possibly moving toward marginalization, 46.2%) and “Realists” (a stable moderately integrated strategy, 25.4%) (Stoessel, Titzmann,
& Silbereisen, 2014). Idealists demonstrated a stronger decrease in language hassles over time, a
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lower level of sociocultural adaptation hassles, and a stronger decrease in sociocultural hassles
over time compared to both Skeptics and Realists. Skeptics reported higher levels of sociocultural hassles and a smaller decrease in these hassles over time. Realists held stable and moderate
identification with both German and Russian identities and did not differ from the collective
sample in the level of sociocultural adaptation hassles over time. Additionally, Realists decreased
less in hassles over time than the Idealists group. Thus, the initially assimilated profile moving
toward integration appeared to be more adaptive than the initially integrated profile that maintained moderately high and stable integration over time. Furthermore, the separated profile that
moved further from integration over time seemed to experience worse outcomes in adaptation.
In a study of 2145 Muslim immigrant youth in Europe (Spiegler et al., 2019), there were
three increasingly integrated profiles out of four total trajectories over the course of two years.
One of these was a moderate dual identity profile (39%) that increased in both ethnic and national identities. The second was a separated profile (39%) that became increasingly integrated
via an increasing national identity. The third increasingly integrated trajectory (assimilated; 8%)
was one that was initially high in mainstream national identity, low in ethnic identity, and becoming slightly stronger in ethnic identity over time. When making group comparisons, the authors of this study observed that both the increasingly integrated moderate and separated profiles
demonstrated greater outcomes in adaptation than those in the assimilated profile moving toward
integration and those in a consistently separated profile (14%). Notably, the assimilated and the
separated profiles becoming increasingly integrated reported greater levels of intergroup contact
than the initially moderate but increasing integrated profile. The assimilated profile also reported
a higher level of internalizing problems than other groups, while the separated but increasingly
integrated profile reported lower internalizing problems compared to other groups. The dual
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identity profile and separated profile becoming increasingly integrated reported lower levels of
delinquent behaviors than the consistently separated profile. Comparing the dual identity and the
increasingly integrated profile that was initially more separated, the dual identity profile reported
higher levels of internalizing problems and lower levels of life satisfaction. In terms of health,
the dual identity profile reported worse outcomes in health than both the increasingly integrated
separated profile and the consistently separated profile. Thus, from the results of this study, it appeared that for Muslim immigrants in Europe, a process of becoming integrated while first holding a strong heritage orientation was predictive of better well-being than holding a moderate dual
identity that increased over time.
Process of Integration in Dimension of Behaviors/Practices
In the aforementioned 2013 study by Schwartz and colleagues, the authors examined relationships between acculturation strategies in the dimension of practices and behaviors in a sample of 266 Hispanic adolescents. They found that the stable assimilation profile was predictive of
worse family functioning and marginally higher levels of aggression than the high and increasingly bicultural and the moderate and stable bicultural strategies. However, the assimilation profile also reported less risky behaviors in terms of cigarette smoking, sexual activity, and unprotected sex.
Process of Integration in Multiple Dimensions
In a separate study of 302 Hispanic adolescents in the U.S., Schwartz and colleagues
(2015a) cross-tabulated trajectories of values with dimensions of language and cultural identification to compare strategies of high and increasing integration with more moderate and stable
integration. Overall, the group that was increasingly integrated in all three dimensions (16.2%)
consistently reported higher levels of positive youth development and family functioning than
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the stably integrated profile (20.9%) over time. However, these are only two of the eight groups
representing little over a third of the sample. Concerning the majority of the sample who held a
mix of increasingly and stable integrated strategies across the three dimensions, groups with increasingly integrated identities appeared to consistently report better outcomes in optimism, selfesteem, and prosociality than those with stable integration of identities. Increasing integration in
values also appeared to be important for predicting better outcomes in family functioning. A full
description of group differences is available in Table 3.
Summary of Increasing Integration Trajectories
Four studies in this review offered evidence of increasingly integrated acculturation strategies. Two of these studies focused on immigrant samples in Europe, finding strategies moving
from both assimilation and separation towards increasing integration (Spiegler et al., 2019;
Stoessel et al., 2014). For ethnic Germans immigrating to Germany from the former Soviet Union, moving from assimilation to integration was predictive of beneficial outcomes in comparison to maintaining a stable, moderate level of integration (Stoessel et al., 2014). In a cross-cultural sample of Muslim immigrants in Europe, an initially separated strategy becoming increasingly integrated appeared to be predictive of the most beneficial outcomes, even in comparison
to a high and stable integrated strategy (Spiegler et al., 2019). In two samples of Hispanic immigrants in the U.S., increasingly integrated strategies in dimensions of identity, values, and language were predictive of better outcomes in positive youth development and family functioning
than stable integration profiles (Schwartz et al., 2015a). However, the results of one study did not
totally align with the results of the other three. Among Hispanic adolescents in the U.S., both stable and increasing integration profiles were associated with better outcomes in family functioning, but the assimilation profile was more protective against risky behaviors.
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Summary on the nature of integration and associations
Together, these eight studies provide a clearer picture of the nature of integration strategies. The results of this set of studies demonstrate that the nature of integration may be high and
stable, moderate and stable, or a process of increasing integration from an initially low or moderate level of integration. In real life settings, this intra-individual and inter-individual variability
within integration strategies is what we might expect to find. Longitudinal studies are useful in
providing a more detailed picture of integration. Seven of these studies also examined the relationship of these trajectories with adaptation/well-being. In three studies with high and stable integration strategies, integration predicted greater psychological and sociocultural adaptation. In
the four studies with increasingly integrated growth curves, increasingly integrated strategies led
to greater well-being and adaptation compared to other strategies, including stable moderate integration profiles. Thus, to answer our first question, integration strategies vary in their nature
across samples, but regardless are positively associated with well-being in support of Berry’s integration hypothesis.
Findings Related to Question 2: Do People Maintain Integration Strategies Over Time?
We found two studies (see Table 4) that used a combination of latent profile analyses
(LPA) and latent transition analyses (LTA) to examine the stability of acculturation strategies
and the probability of transitioning between strategies over time. One study identified latent profiles in a sample of 1600 Mexican-heritage youth (Mage = 10.4, SD = .60) living in the Phoenix,
Arizona area (Matsunaga, Hecht, Elek, & Ndiaye, 2010). They assessed ethnic identity exploration and affirmation, cultural orientation (bicultural or monocultural) and language preferences in
speaking English and Spanish as indicators for the LPA. Language and ethnic identity had sufficient reliability over time (α >.66) but the strategy for assessing biculturalism was questionable
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(using a dichotomous classification of being bicultural or not based on two items). Four profiles
were present: strong ethnic identification (SEI; 46.8%), moderate ethnic identification (MEI;
45.8%), strong affirmation/weak exploration (SA/WE; 3.3%), and monocultural assimilation
(MA; 4.1%). SEI was high in exploration and affirmation/belonging and bicultural orientation
and indicated a balanced use of English and Spanish. MEI was moderate in ethnic identity exploration and affirmation/belonging, high in biculturalism, and used English more than Spanish.
SA/WE was weaker in ethnic exploration, strong in ethnic affirmation/belonging, high in biculturalism, and preferred English over Spanish. MA endorsed weaker ethnic identity, low biculturalism, and a preference for using English more than Spanish.
Matsunaga et al. (2010) then conducted an LTA with four waves of data collected every 6
months on the 721 subjects that participated in each wave. Over the course of the study, 40% of
the subjects in Matsunaga et al.’s (2010) study maintained a high or moderate integration profile
(SEI or MEI) across all four time points. When they switched, they typically switched between
these two profiles. An additional 20% of the subjects maintained the same profile over three consecutive time points. By Time 4, 54.3% of the participants were in the SEI group, demonstrating
an increase in strong integration, and 35.1% were in the MEI group. Stability coefficients for the
SEI group were moderate, ranging from .65 to .70. Transition probabilities from SEI to MEI
ranged from .19-.24 over time, and from SEI to SA/WE or MA, .08 to.16. For the MEI group,
stability ranged from .46 to .58 over time. Transition probabilities from MEI to SEI ranged from
.26 to .35 over time, and from MEI to either SA/WE or MA .12 to .20 over time. In sum, this
sample demonstrated moderate stability in maintaining an integration strategy over time. Participants were more likely to maintain a moderate to high integration strategy over time, with lower
percentages of the sample moving toward non-integration strategies.
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Jugert, Pink, Fleischmann, and Leszczensky (2020) also used an LPA and LTA in studying the development of identity in ethnic minority youth experiencing acculturation in Germany.
The samples consisted of migrant adolescents in Germany from the former Soviet Union (for
simplicity’s sake, FSU, n = 121) and a sample of Turkish immigrants in Germany (n = 344). An
LPA at Time 1 identified three FSU profiles and four Turkish profiles. The integration profile
represented the largest group in each of these samples (FSU, 49.4%; Turkish, 56.3%). This profile identified strongly with a German identity and their family’s country of origin. A separated
profile was the next largest profile for both groups (FSU, 27.0%; Turkish, 28.7%). For the FSU
sample, the third profile (23.6%) endorsed lower to moderate levels of ethnic identity and national identity. In the Turkish sample, one profile had a moderate bicultural profile (11.3%), endorsing moderate levels of ethnic identity and moderate to high levels of German national identity. The other Turkish profile (3.6%) held low levels of ethnic identity and varying levels of
German identity.
The authors of this study then provided transition/stability probabilities over three years,
with Timepoints every 18 months. After three years, the integrated profile of Turkish immigrants
decreased from 55.7% to 42.5% and the FSU sample decreased from 66.12% to 39.67%. However, participants within the integration profile at Time 1 were most likely to remain in this profile over time, with the stability coefficients being between .58 and .60. When the Turkish adolescents transitioned from this profile to another, they were most likely to transition to the separated profile (at Time 3, transition probabilities of .25 and .21 for the Turkish and FSU samples,
and at wave five .18 and .25). Noticeably for both samples, the separation profiles increased. By
Time 5, 35.69% of the Turkish adolescents and 35.54% of the FSU adolescents endorsed the separation strategy. In sum, adolescents with an integrated strategy demonstrated medium stability
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in this profile over three years. However, many adolescents with an integrated strategy also
moved toward a separated strategy over time.
Summary of Latent Transition Analyses
To my knowledge, only two studies have used LTAs to examine how likely a person is to
maintain an acculturation strategy or switch to a new strategy over time. Both studies included
samples of adolescents going through developmental processes of identity formation. Results
from these two studies converge in supporting the observation that it is more common for adolescents to continue to maintain a strategy of integration over time in the process of cross-cultural
adjustment than to change strategies. However, change was not uncommon, with adolescents in
the U.S. often switching to moderate integration and adolescents in Germany switching toward a
separated strategy. With only two studies addressing this question, we need additional studies
with more samples across the lifespan and in other contexts before we can determine how stable
acculturation strategies are over time.
Findings Related to Question 3: Why Would Integration Predict Better Well-being?
In the first critical question, we found support that integration strategies predict well-being over time. When studies include tests of mediation, we can go beyond identifying an association or effect to address why an integration strategy leads to better adjustment cross-culturally.
This is a question that meta-analyses of cross-sectional studies simply cannot answer.
Of the studies included in this review, only one reported a longitudinal test of mediation
for the effect of acculturation on well-being. Schwartz and colleagues (2013) hypothesized that
family functioning would mediate the effect of an acculturation strategy on risk behaviors (conduct problems, cigarette use, alcohol use, sexual activity, and unprotected sexual activity). Fam-
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ily functioning consisted of scales assessing parental involvement, positive parenting, and parent-adolescent communication. The authors used a structural model in which adolescent report of
family functioning was the mediator of adolescents’ latent trajectories (acculturation strategies)
and behaviors. Controlling for parent reports of family functioning, adolescent-reported family
functioning mediated the negative effects of an assimilation strategy on cigarette smoking (β = .075, p <.05), sexual activity (β = -.168, p <.04), and unprotected sexual activity (β = -.164, p =
.05). However, family functioning did not mediate effects of biculturalism/integration on behaviors. Thus, from this base of literature, results are inconclusive of what would account for the effect that integration has on well-being in intercultural environments.
Discussion
Many reviews and meta-analyses have sought to consolidate what we know about the
link between acculturation strategies and well-being. However, these conclusions and recommendations rest on a foundation saturated with cross-sectional studies (Yoon et al., 2020). In this
review, we addressed three critical needs related to drawing conclusions from a large body of
cross-sectional studies. These issues included identifying integration strategies (as opposed to
only statuses) and their relationships over time with well-being, the stability of integration strategies over time, and mediators that explain why integration predicts better outcomes in well-being.
In addressing the first critical question, eight articles that provided longitudinal trajectories of acculturation strategies. Seven of these articles tested the association between acculturation strategies and well-being. In these seven studies, integration was characterized by both high
and stable, as well as increasingly integrated trajectories. Both types of integrated strategies were
associated with greater psychological and sociocultural well-being. The results of this review
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provide strong support for using longitudinal methods to assess acculturation strategies to better
determine their nature in a participant sample. Cross-sectional strategies appear prone to inaccurate and incomplete observations. Longitudinal studies enable researchers to identify what types
of integration strategies lead to well-being. For example, in some studies, assimilated or separated profiles moving toward integration predicted greater levels of psychological and sociocultural adaptation than other strategies. Therefore, the process of integration over time matters.
Concerning the second critical problem, only two longitudinal studies assessed stability
and transition probabilities of acculturation strategies over time. Individuals with integrated strategies were more likely to remain integrated over time. However, stability of the integration profile was moderate in both studies. Additionally, in one study, the integration profile increased in
sample percentage over time, while in another study, the integration strategy markedly decreased
over time while the separation strategy increased. Thus, initial evidence indicates there may be
considerable instability over time in strategies. At this point, with only two latent transition analyses in hand, we do not have enough evidence to provide a definitive answer for the question of
how stable an integration strategy is over time.
Regarding the third critical issue, only one study tested whether a certain variable mediated the effects of acculturation strategies on adaptation. The results of this single study were inconclusive, with family functioning only mediating the effect of assimilation on well-being (with
assimilation and family support inversely related and assimilation and risk behaviors inversely
related). Thus, at this point in time, person-centered longitudinal analyses on acculturation strategies have not accounted for why integration would predict better well-being.
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Implications
Much work remains to be done in studying the integration hypothesis. Specifically, the
onus is on research programs to clarify the nature and (in)stability of acculturation strategies over
time. For treatment planning, psychoeducation, and organizational policies, stakeholders need to
have confidence that they are recommending reliable strategies for individuals and groups adjusting to intercultural environments. Further latent transition analyses with both adolescent and
adult populations can strengthen our understanding of the staying power of an integration strategy.
Additionally, the field is lagging in addressing a key question: why does integration promote greater well-being? Therapists, educators, and policymakers who support populations adjusting to cross-cultural demands need empirically supported answers. The field must follow the
lead set by Schwartz et al. (2013) in studying what mediates the effect of acculturation strategies
on well-being. Berry’s (2019) hypothesis that social support accounts for the effect of integration
on well-being could be a good place to start. Such research could also lead to examination of
other variables that create change in mediators like social support in addition to an integration
strategy. This would be critical for helping practitioners working with clients adjusting to crosscultural demands when they choose not to adopt an integration strategy.
Meta-analyses and reviews (e.g., Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013; Ward, 2013; Ward &
Geeraert, 2016; Yoon et al., 2013, 2010) have pointed to moderating variables that affect the relationship of acculturation strategies and adaptation. These include demographic factors such as
a person’s ethnic identity, age, and generational status. Contextual factors have included per-
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ceived discrimination, cultural distance, expectations of mainstream cultures, geographical regions, and the country of residence. However, identifying mediating variables will help us to better understand how such moderators affect the usefulness of an integration strategy.
Limitations and Future Directions
The present review had three important limitations. First, these studies consisted of two
populations primarily: adolescent immigrants in the United States and adolescent immigrants in a
few European countries. There is a critical need to examine profiles of acculturation in populations not yet represented in this body of work. Such populations include adult immigrants, immigrant groups in other regions of the world, seasonal migrant workers, international students, diplomats, refugees, asylum seekers, third culture kids, and non-profit or religious workers. We cannot assume that the integration strategies identified in this set of studies on immigrant youth represent other populations.
Second, studies often measured integration in a way that has known limitations. Some integration profiles were indicated by bilinear measurement of heritage and host cultural orientations through the use of continuous scale scores while other profiles were indicated through use
of two continuous items. Such variation in measurement casts a modicum of doubt on whether
longitudinal studies in this review assessed the same independent variable.
Third, I did not find any studies that examined a multicultural perspective as opposed to a
bicultural perspective. Scholars have highlighted that at both an individual and society level,
there is a need for research to examine acculturation in the context of more than two cultures
(Ward & Geeraert, 2016). For example, the mainstream culture of a location may not match the
mainstream culture of a school or university, or, a person’s heritage may be multicultural rather
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than monocultural. Scholars have begun to study these and other more complex forms of integration (i.e., code-switching, hybridity, and blending; West, Zhang, Yampolsky, & Sasaki, 2017).
So, future research will need to continue to test the implications of Berry’s theory across a range
of cultural contexts.
Conclusion
Over the past 80 years, in conjunction with expanding globalization and intercultural contact, hundreds of studies (starting with Chief, 1940) have explored the link between acculturation
and well-being. And over several decades, scholars have explored the link between acculturation
strategies and well-being in order to serve individuals and groups navigating these times. Signature reviews and meta-analyses have consolidated what we think we know about this area of
study, but these observations have relied on cross-cultural snapshots of the dynamic construct
and process of acculturation. This review of longitudinal studies provided a crucial step needed
to fill in gaps caused by over-reliance on cross-sectional studies that caused the study of acculturation to be mired in a plateau of productivity. Despite the significant variations in the nature
of integration trajectories across studies, integration strategies did appear to have a directional
effect on well-being over time. Nonetheless, we do not yet know how stable these strategies are
over time, nor why they have this effect over time.
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2 Does Humility Help in Cross-Cultural Adaptation?: Exploring Effects of Humility Alongside Acculturation and Enculturation in an Adult Immigrant Sample
Several watershed moments have taken place in the past forty years—the fall of the Berlin Wall, expansion of the internet, and the tragic events of 9/11, to name a few. The historian
Thomas Friedman (2007) described such events as both opening and closing avenues for intercultural contact (p. 607). His keen observations have only accelerated as Western democracies
have faced a confluence of challenges (immigration challenges, distrust caused by social media;
(Dimock, 2017). Counseling psychologists have been active in conducting scholarship on acculturation to address the concerns individuals have in adjusting to a new culture in the midst of
these social realities (e.g., Miller, 2007, 2010; Schwartz et al., 2010; Yoon et al., 2013). Yet, in a
recent meta-analysis on acculturation and enculturation, Yoon et al. (2020) warned of a plateauing of productivity. Now, more than ever, there is a need to advance research on cross-cultural adaptation and well-being. In Chapter 2 of my dissertation, I suggest that acculturation research could benefit from drawing on positive psychology constructs, particularly humility, to
catalyze new questions regarding how to best respond to the needs of those living interculturally.
What value lies in this venture of studying acculturation alongside humility? The integration theory of acculturation (Berry, 1980; 2019) has been a mainstay in the study of psychological adaptation to cross-cultural demands for decades and has influenced counseling professionals
in their work with clients who experience distress while adjusting to another culture. In short,
John Berry and others (i.e., Ward & Geeraert, 2016) have stated that in response to ecological
and sociopolitical factors, individuals and groups adopt strategies for adjusting to intercultural
demands along dimensions of acculturation (participation in or adoption of the mainstream culture) and enculturation (maintenance of one’s heritage culture). Regarding these two dimensions,
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Berry (1980, 1997) hypothesized that individuals with an integration strategy (high in both acculturation and enculturation) experience greater adaptation than individuals exhibiting other strategies—namely, assimilation (high in mainstream, low in heritage), separation (high in heritage,
low in mainstream), and marginalization (low in both). The integration hypothesis is useful for
clarifying the processes of change that are occurring in an individual or group, but decades of research have revealed a number of limitations. To make my case for focusing on humility in the
context of cross-cultural adjustment, I will first examine four problems with the integration theory: empirical findings, contextual factors, measurement strategy, and developmental theory.
Limitations to Integration Hypothesis
The first limitation is that most of the research on acculturation and its relationship to
wellbeing is based on cross-sectional research even though integration theory assumes better adjustment over time. Meta-analyses on cross-sectional research support a significant link between
integration (or biculturalism) and beneficial outcomes in psychological and sociocultural adaptation (Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013; Yoon et al., 2013). Additionally, Yoon et al. (2013) have
reported medium to large effect sizes that uphold the advantages of integration regarding positive
and negative mental health in comparison to other strategies (i.e., assimilation, separation, and
marginalization). However, based on these data, we cannot confirm that integration had a directional effect on these outcomes, or that an increasing integration strategy promotes better wellbeing. Additional findings from these meta-analyses also add complexity to the relationship of
integration with well-being. For example, enculturation was significantly predictive of both positive adjustment and anxiety (Yoon et al., 2013). There was not a significant difference in positive
outcomes between the integration and separated profiles (Yoon et al., 2013). Thus, despite a
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large body of work, the literature does not provide strong evidence for the assumption that integration consistently leads to better well-being.
Some studies have used more sophisticated designs (person-centered and longitudinal),
but they too yield evidence that fails to clearly support the acculturation hypothesis. Namely,
studies employing growth-mixture modeling to track identity development among adolescent immigrants in the U.S. and Europe have offered only mixed support for the suppositions drawn
from cross-sectional evidence (e.g., Schwartz et al., 2015a, Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al.,
2014). For example, some studies have demonstrated that adolescents who first hold and maintain a high level of enculturation of their heritage identity and then increase over time in their
host-culture identity hold advantages in sociocultural adjustment and well-being in comparison
to groups with strategies such as stable integration, consistent separation, or assimilation that
changes toward integration (e.g., Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al., 2014). Additionally,
Schwartz and colleagues (2015a) reported that integration in behaviors and values (but not integration of identities) predicted advantages over time. Additionally, more than one strategy (e.g.,
increasing integration in some domains but maintaining lower/moderate integration in others)
has been associated with beneficial outcomes related to adjustment and adaptation (i.e., less depressive symptoms, greater life satisfaction self-efficacy, optimism, and less hassles in adaptation; see Schwartz, 2015a). Therefore, longitudinal person-centered studies provide conflicting
evidence for the position that integration is the best strategy across contexts and time.
A second weakness of the integration hypothesis is that the integration hypothesis lacks a
framework for considering the fluidity of power, oppression, and privilege in a society. Berry
(2019), himself, hypothesized that only a multicultural society can provide the security individu-
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als and groups need for an integration strategy to be adaptive. Little research has explicitly explored the intersection of integration with constructs of power, privilege, and oppression (see
Rudmin, 2009 and Ward & Geeraert, 2016 for reviews). However, based on influential reviews
of the literature, we know that preferences for acculturation strategies, and the relationships of
acculturation and enculturation with mental health, can vary depending on contextual and sample
moderators (Rudmin, 2009; Ward & Geeraert, 2016; Yoon et al., 2013). These include host culture expectations (integrationist vs. assimilationist), nation of residence, gender, SES, discrimination, and possibly ethnicity (Rudmin, 2009; Ward & Geeraert, 2016; Yoon et al., 2013).
Studies on ethnic Russians in Estonia present an interesting case study (e.g., Kus, Liu,
and Ward, 2013; Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015). Before the 1990s, they had held a privileged social status, but since that time, they have experienced group devaluation and sociopolitical pressure to assimilate to Estonia’s mainstream culture (Kus et al., 2013). In a cross-sectional study of
190 participants responding to either online surveys or hard copies at multiple sites, behavioral
participation in mainstream culture was associated with poorer psychological well-being when
participants reported high levels of group devaluation (Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015). These findings suggest that people who experience disempowerment may need more fluid strategies as opposed to a strong integration strategy.
In view of the powerful effects of contextual forces on adaptation, some scholars have
encouraged psychologists to focus efforts on advocating for policies of multiculturalism at a social level in order to facilitate and match integration strategies (e.g., Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015;
Phinney et al., 2001; Yoon et al., 2013). Others have pointed to the other side of this tension—
avoiding intervention strategies that subjugate clients to adopting an oppressive system (Rudmin,
2009; Sue, 1996). Advocacy and systemic interventions are routes counseling psychologists, in
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particular, can take to support clients in these situations. However, psychologists may have limited power to address structural problems in a timely manner when working with clients in a
therapy. In the therapy space, their primary obligation is to help the client in the here-and-now
(e.g., Yalom, 2002). Thus, there is a tension here in advocating for integration-focused interventions broadly, knowing that they may cause harm to certain clients.
Third, there are problems regarding the theoretical development of orientations. Berry’s
theory assumes that in the context of intercultural interactions, psychological and interpersonal
maturity universally occurs as people move towards an integration strategy. These assumptions
are similar to models of racial and ethnic identity development (e.g., Sue & Sue’s R/CID model
[1990], Helms’ White racial identity model [1995], Phinney’s model of ethnic identity formation
[1989]). Models of ethnic, racial, and social identity development predict that people typically
mature by going through a normative set of processes while progressing through predictable
stages. In initial stages, people lack awareness and simply conform to values of mainstream society. Then, they begin to develop a growing dissonance and resistance, which leads to exploration
and attempts to relate to different cultural norms. Maturity involves an emotional capacity to tolerate this dissonance and achieve a secure sense of self (Cross, 1991; Helms, 1995, Phinney,
1989; Sneed, Schwartz, & Cross, 2006; Sue & Sue, 1990). Stage models have all suffered a similar fate. They provide a clinical heuristic for thinking about a process but have fared poorly in
empirical studies that test their predictions longitudinally (e.g., Cokley, 2007; Umaña-Taylor et
al., 2014). It appears that integration theory may be experiencing a similar fate as other similar
models (e.g., Ward & Geeraert, 2016; Yoon et al., 2013).
Pressing further into this concern, different ethnic groups engage different strategies in
relation to ethnic identity or contextual experiences of discrimination and oppression (Cokley,
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2007; Sneed et al., 2006). For one group, a strong racial or ethnic identity may be a critical aspect of maturity. For another group, the centrality of a strong racial or ethnic identity may not be
as highly emphasized. There is some evidence that preferences for acculturation strategies even
differ within an ethnic group between subsequent generations of immigrants (Yoon et al., 2020).
Therefore, we ought to expect some variability in what constitutes a mature expression of crosscultural adaptation. However, the integration hypothesis makes a universal claim that in multiculturally tolerant contexts, higher acculturation and enculturation levels are optimal. Concerning
the hypothesis that secure multicultural settings facilitate integration (Berry, 2019), it is also feasible that a multicultural environment would facilitate the possibility for diverse cultural
groups—and individuals within these groups—to thrive with different balances of enculturation
and acculturation.
A fourth problem with relying on the integration hypothesis resides in measurement. The
bilinear (or bidimensional) approach of studying acculturation and enculturation orientations has
been useful for retiring the idea that enculturation and acculturation are polar opposites of a single dimension (Ward & Geeraert, 2016) and for differentiating assimilation and separation profiles (both lower in integration). Accordingly, Yoon et al. (2020) found an overall weak correlation between enculturation and acculturation (r = -.18, k = 301). Thus, there are clear advantages
to bilinear measurement of acculturation in light of integration theory. However, a number of
factors moderate the extent to which acculturation and enculturation are related, such as ethnic
identity of the sample and geographical location (Yoon et al., 2013; 2020). In a recent meta-analysis (Yoon et al., 2020), acculturation and enculturation were more negatively related for Latinx
American (r = -.30, k = 123) samples than Asian (r = -.12, k = 121) and African American samples (r = .13, k = 12), and more negatively related in some regions of the United States (South, r
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= -.28, k = 61; Midwest, r = -.22, k = 43; West: r = -.19, k = 96) than others (e.g., Northeast, r = .04, k = 15). Therefore, acculturation and enculturation are more orthogonal for some groups,
and more inversely related for others.
Additionally, bilinear measurement is narrowly focused when considering the multiple
cultural identities and affiliations people may hold (e.g., nationality, ethnicity, religion, gender,
sexuality). A bilinear approach marginalizes and neglects other cultural orientations/identities
that may be influential to understanding cross-cultural adaptation. In a presidential address to the
International Academy for Intercultural Research in 2011, Colleen Ward indicated that scholars
studying integration and cross-cultural adaptation need to expand their focus beyond two dimensions (Ward, 2013). Thus, scholars have argued for examination of multiple cultural orientations
rather than sticking to a bilinear look at host and heritage orientation (e.g., Ferguson, Bornstein,
& Pottinger, 2012; Morris, Chiu, & Liu, 2015; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). One example is religious identity, which can be tied to ethnic or national identity (Verkuyten & Yildiz, 2007). As
societies and fields of study become increasingly multicultural and intersectional, a bidimensional integration approach may not match the experience of many people who find themselves
belonging to a variety of cultures and subcultures (Ward, 2013). Thus, there appears to be sufficient reason to consider variables or traits that will affect how people identify with, or affiliate
with, a number of cultural worldviews and communities.
What helps people balance these demands to promote well-being?
As scholars continue to test the integration hypothesis in an increasingly intercultural climate, we see its helpfulness but also its limitations in applications of what promotes well-being
in cross-cultural adjustment. Some have addressed these limitations by providing a more nu-
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anced perspective on type of integration (i.e., switching or blending) whereas others have recommended moving toward a focus on identity development (e.g., integrated/bicultural identity) and
multicultural competencies (van Oudenhoven & Benet-Martinez, 2015). Therefore, now may be
a suitable time to critically examine the efficacy of acculturation via identity development as a
point of intervention to promote well-being among populations living cross-culturally, and to explore additional factors that predict and protect well-being in cross-cultural settings where this
focus is limited.
Although a universal form of Berry’s integration hypothesis may not hold, an addendum
to the hypothesis may open new lines of inquiry. Berry (2019) reminds us that acculturation
strategies are balancing orientations in response to contextual demands. Regardless of whether
people experience acculturation and enculturation to be in conflict (Yoon et al., 2020) or experience significant levels of stress in adjustment (e.g., Demes & Geeraert, 2015), there remains a
tension in the necessity to learn how to balance relating to oneself and others in new and different ways. In fact, through a mixed-method approach, Stuart and Ward (2011) learned from Muslim immigrants in New Zealand that cross-cultural adjustment might not just rely on the strength
(or levels) of ethnic, religious, and national identification, but also on one’s way of balancing
identities. The authors concluded that integration is more about finding the right balance of one’s
orientations to identities, and that this balance minimizes potential costs (Stuart & Ward, 2011, p.
259).
The stakes can be high for balancing these processes of acculturation and enculturation in
identities. Being too strongly oriented to a mainstream culture and too weakly oriented to one’s
own heritage (assimilated identity) may lead toward experiencing higher levels of internalizing
symptoms (Spiegler et al., 2019) and quite possibly internalized oppression. Assimilation could
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also present difficulties for a person in maintaining social bonds with others who strongly adhere
to the person’s heritage culture. For example, Schwartz et al. (2013) found that adolescents with
an assimilation strategy reported worse family functioning than those who were highly and/or
increasingly bicultural. On the other hand, being too oriented to one’s heritage and separated
from mainstream culture has been associated with experiencing various hassles, less intergroup
contact, and behavioral problems (e.g., Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al., 2014). Lower integration, whether it is assimilation or separation, has been associated with poorer family functioning, more depressive symptoms, less life satisfaction, and lower self-esteem among adolescents
(Schwartz et al., 2015a, 2015b). Therefore, I argue that the challenges of acculturation involve
cultivating a way of being that allows one to flexibly adapt to competing loyalty demands of separate groups in order to meet one’s various needs (i.e., belonging, livelihood) and earn trust
within complex relationships.
The Case for Humility
Drawing from prior research, a number of factors can affect cross-cultural adjustment in
addition to cultural orientations. These include individual and contextual factors such as language proficiency, social support, cultural tightness, perfectionistic discrepancies, extraversion,
neuroticism, and avoidance/acceptance coping strategies (Demes & Geeraert, 2015; Geeraert et
al., 2019; Molinsky, 2013; Sirin et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2012, 2015a, 2015b). However, at the
crux of adjusting to cross-cultural demands is a need to balance how one orients themselves to
distinct cultures. Therefore, it is imperative that the field asks, What are traits, virtues, or
strengths that help promote the well-being of people who are balancing their cultural identities?
Humility may be one such trait that can help people orient themselves in relationship to
balancing various cultural identities. Humility has been linked to greater well-being for those
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navigating significant challenges, such as existential concerns and cross-cultural differences
(McLaughlin et al., in process1; Van Tongeren et al., 2019; Worthington & Allison, 2018). Researchers have largely defined humility as a disposition involving at a minimum two main components: an intrapersonal self-awareness of one’s biases, limitations, and abilities; and an interpersonal other-oriented openness (Van Tongeren et al., 2019). Recent work has been gaining
traction in support of a third aspect: modesty or low levels of entitlement that produce margin for
others (e.g., Davis et al., 2016; Davis & Gazaway, 2020). In fact, several measures have conceptualized humility as a higher-order factor with many expressions such as modesty, reciprocating
fairness, low entitlement, and greed avoidance (e.g., Lee & Ashton, 2004; Sibley, 2012). Thus,
one way to connect humility with balancing one’s cultural orientations is to consider humility as
a higher order virtue that is expressed in interaction with one’s cultural commitments in a number of ways depending on the needs of the context (Lavelock et al., 2017). Examples might include recognizing the limitations of one’s own cultural worldview, being open to other cultural
worldviews, or demonstrating interpersonal modesty or lower entitlement in an intercultural context.
With these examples in mind, humility could theoretically strengthen a person’s capacity
to adapt to the demands of living in an intercultural context by helping to balance their ties to
multiple cultural communities in an adaptive way. Several studies have demonstrated humility to
be related to greater life satisfaction and lower stress (e.g., Krause, 2016; Krause, Pargament,
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Hill, & Ironson, 2016; Van Tongeren et al, 2019). Scholars have observed the links between humility and life satisfaction and stress in intercultural settings, too. Two studies have explored associations of humility with wellbeing in intercultural contexts. In one study, the personality trait
of honesty-humility was associated with lower levels of perceived stress over time among 2048
adolescents from 46 different countries living in 51 different host countries while participating in
an international exchange student program (Demes & Geeraert, 2015). In a second study using a
segment of this same sample (n = 889; Geeraert, Li, Ward, Gelfand & Demes, 2019), humility
buffered the negative effects of cultural tightness in the host culture (i.e., rigid social norms) on
the psychological adaptation of exchange students studying in 23 distinct cultures over the
course of 18 months. In these studies, we see humility predicted lower stress over time and
helped a person to adjust to the rigid social norms of certain host cultures. When engaging different and possibly conflicting cultural values, norms, and expectations, humility may help people
balance the interpersonal demands of enculturation and acculturation. Based on these studies, it
would be helpful to further explore when and how humility contributes to the well-being of those
balancing the processes and demands of acculturation and enculturation. Perhaps humility leads
to gains in well-being for individuals with different cultural orientations by allowing them to engage in constructive cooperation with people holding other cultural orientations (Sibley et al.,
2011).
New Zealand as a Case Study
New Zealand has been identified as a traditionally bicultural context that is becoming
more multicultural (Sibley & Ward, 2013). On one hand, there is a history of cultural oppression
with British colonization in the 18th and 19th centuries of land that up until that time had been under the sovereignty of the Māori. On the other hand, there is a history of a national commitment
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to biculturalism stretching back to the year 1840, when the Waitangi treaty was signed. The declarations of this treaty included providing the British monarchy sovereignty over the land of New
Zealand, ensuring British protection for Māori, and upholding Māori chiefs’ authority over their
villages, lands, and possessions, although the effects and translations are debated (New Zealand
History, 2017). This treaty is recognized as a foundational agreement signifying a degree of
value for biculturalism among European and Māori cultures in New Zealand (Liu, 2019; Sibley
& Ward, 2013). However, there is documented economic inequality in New Zealand, in which
ethnic Māori, Asian, and Pacific individuals experience more economic deprivation in New Zealand compared to ethnically European citizens (Sibley & Ward, 2013; The Social Report, 2008).
Thus, for immigrants living in New Zealand, adopting a national identity includes developing an
orientation to biculturalism, or even multiculturalism, that recognizes a history of both interdependence and injustices (Liu, 2019).
Regarding humility and the balance of cultural orientations, perhaps humility could be
adaptive for immigrants in New Zealand by helping them to balance their cultural commitments
in a way that allows them to partake in the intergroup cooperation that a bicultural, or multicultural, country would promote to enhance the well-being of all its citizens. Indeed, research indicates that New Zealand provides multicultural security, characterized by high levels of tolerance
and warmth extended toward different ethnic groups, as well as a low level of threat for different
racial groups (Sibley & Ward, 2013). Thus, New Zealand provides a unique context to empirically address a question regarding the relationships of acculturation, humility, and well-being.
That is, in an increasingly multicultural context, does humility interact with different acculturation strategies to promote greater well-being for immigrants navigating cross-cultural challenges?
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Purpose of This Present Study
The purposes of this present study are (a) to critically evaluate the relationship of acculturation orientations with well-being in a sample rarely studied in acculturation research (i.e.,
adult immigrants) and (b) to explore the relationship of humility to well-being for those living
cross-culturally. To accomplish these purposes, I examined profiles of acculturation in a large
adult immigrant sample from New Zealand and tested associations of membership in a profile
with cross-cultural adjustment over time. I also sought to advance the study of humility for those
living cross-culturally by exploring a theory for why humility may be helpful for people living
cross-culturally. Namely, I sought to test whether humility interacts with profiles (i.e., differing
balances of acculturation and enculturation) in a way that promotes well-being across profiles.
To our knowledge, studies have observed associations of humility with intercultural adjustment
for adolescents over a short time (e.g., 6 months to 2 years; Demes & Geeraert 2015, Geeraert et
al. 2019), but have not explored the relationship of humility to well-being over a longer period of
time or in an adult sample that is more settled in a culture outside their country of origin (i.e., immigrants).
Hypotheses
To meet these aims, I established four hypotheses to test. First, I hypothesized that humility (honesty-humility, Hypothesis 1a), acculturation (national identification with New Zealand,
Hypothesis 1b), and enculturation (centrality of ethnic identity, Hypothesis 1c) would each be
significantly and positively correlated with well-being (satisfaction with life) at each point in
time. Correlations with ethnic deprivation were also explored in the total sample based on scholarly work regarding both acculturation and humility. Concerning acculturation, Rudmin (2009)
recommended that researchers account for the differential effects that ethnic discrimination
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might have on a person’s adjustment to living in another culture. Concerning humility, scholars
have called attention to differential effects humility may have on well-being due to cultural and
social identities varying in location to privilege and oppression (Davis & Gazaway, 2020; Moon
& Sandage, 2019; Priebe & Van Tongeren, 2021). Thus, I planned to include ethnic deprivation
as a covariate in subsequent analyses examining the relationships of acculturation orientations
and humility to well-being if ethnic deprivation was moderately correlated with life satisfaction
(r ≈ .30). This is consistent with observed differences in hourly pay across groups in New Zealand (Sibley & Ward, 2013).
Second, through growth-mixture modeling, I expected to find different profiles varying in
levels and slopes of acculturation and enculturation over time in the total sample of immigrants,
based on integration theory (Hypothesis 2). Although I did not specify which profiles would be
identified (i.e., integration, assimilation, separation), I hypothesized that profiles would vary in
levels and slopes of cultural orientations over time, such that some profiles may demonstrate a
higher level of integration or a greater increase in integration over time compared to others. Additionally, I planned to explore ethnic identification (dichotomous coding of European and ethnic
minority participants), age, and years living in New Zealand as potential predictors of classification into a specific profile. I then planned to conduct a cross-tabulation to provide a demographic
description of identified profiles, using categorical variables of ethnic identity, religious identification, primary language spoken, and region of origin prior to immigration. No hypotheses were
posited regarding predictor and demographic variables.
I also hypothesized that profile membership would predict significant differences in subjective well-being over time (Hypothesis 3). In accordance with the integration hypothesis, I expected that stable profiles of integration would demonstrate higher levels of life satisfaction over
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time compared to any non-integration profiles (Hypothesis 3a), and that profiles with increasing
integration would demonstrate a significant increasing slope in life satisfaction over time (Hypothesis 3b), controlling for potential covariates. Based on the existence of more than two distinct profiles, multiple group comparisons would be conducted to determine the equivalence of
groups on intercepts and slopes of life satisfaction in a linear growth curve model. If only two
groups were identified, then a dichotomous classification variable would be used as a predictor
of life satisfaction over time in order to test for differences. Hypothesized effects are depicted in
Figure 2.1.
I also expected to observe that humility would be associated with well-being over time
(Hypothesis 4). Specifically, I expected honesty-humility (time-invariant) to incrementally predict higher levels of life satisfaction (Hypothesis 4a), and to also moderate effects of profile
membership on either (or both) levels (intercepts) of life satisfaction or changes (slopes) over
time (Hypothesis 4b). A significant interaction effect would provide evidence that humility may
promote well-being by helping people balance cultural identifications/affiliations, even when
their balances differ (i.e., levels of acculturation/enculturation vary). Specifically, I expected to
see the interaction of honesty-humility at Wave 1 with classification into integration profile be
positively associated with life satisfaction, and that the negative effect of classification into a
non-integration profile on well-being would be buffered by humility among those with non-integration profiles. This hypothesized interaction effect is depicted in Figure 2.2.
Method
Participants and Procedures
I identified a sample of 1,552 adults living in New Zealand for this study from a larger
pool of participants recruited via a stratified sampling method through electoral rolls as part of
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the New Zealand Attitudes and Values Survey (see Sibley, 2020 for more information on this
study). The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee has approved data
collection for NZAVS studies. The dataset in this present study consisted of response to surveys
at five Timepoints (Waves 6-10). To select a sample that represented immigrant adults, inclusion
criteria required that participants (1) completed the survey for each of Waves 6-10 in this study,
2) reported that they were born outside of New Zealand, (3) indicated they were currently residing in New Zealand during each of the waves in the study, and (4) did not withdraw from the
study (e.g., due to death, illness, or other reasons). Participants were at least 18 years old at the
time they first participated in the study. Reported demographics are from different waves, with
the wave being selected based on least missing data. As of Wave 9 (Timepoint 4, 2017), participants had lived in New Zealand for a mean of 31.86 years (SD = 17.02; Range: 3 – 84 years, 1
missing response). At Wave 6 (Timepoint 1 in the present study, 2014), participants identified
primarily as ethnically European/Pakehā (85.1%, 10.4% Asian, 2.9% Pacific, .6% Māori, 1.1%
missing), female (59.1%, 40.5% Male, and .3% Gender diverse), heterosexual (80.5%, 4.4% not
heterosexual, 5.6% not understanding the question, 7.0% refusing to respond or with a response
outside of the scope of sexual orientation, .8% stating no sexual orientation, and 1.7% missing
responses due to incomplete questionnaire), and non-religious (57.8%, 39.8% identified as religious/spiritual, 2.4% missing/not answering). The mean age of participants at Wave 6 was 53.03
years old (SD = 13.18, range = 19.00 to 93.75 years). See Table 2.1 for a summative description
of participants’ demographics. Hypotheses for this study were not pre-registered. Further details
regarding sample procedures and demographics are available at www.nzavs.auckland.ac.nz.
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Regarding the sample size needed to have adequate power to identify distinct latent class
growth curves of acculturation and enculturation (Hypothesis 2), methodologists recommend using large samples (Ram & Grimm, 2009). Studies published in the Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology employing growth mixture modeling/latent class growth curves strategy included
samples of 146 (three waves; Spiegler et al., 2018) and 366 (four waves; Stoessel et al., 2014)
participants. Studies published in the Journal of Counseling Psychology have employed samples
of 432 (six waves; Rice et al., 2015) and 507 participants (four waves; Wang et al., 2012). Estimates of power are affected by a number of factors including, but not limited to the number of
groups that could be identified in the sample, the separation of groups on means, variances, covariances, and residuals for levels and slopes of the indicator variables (i.e. acculturation and enculturation over time), homogeneity of changes in the slope of life satisfaction between classes in
the sample, and the sizes of each group in the sample (Ram & Grimm, 2009). Concerning Hypothesis 4, using G*Power 3.1.9.4 (Faul et al., 2009), it was estimated that a sample size of 550
participants would provide power of .80 to detect a significant small effect size (f2 = .02) in a regression analysis with the α set at .05, and a total number of four predictor variables (acculturation profile, covariate, honesty-humility, and the interaction of honesty-humility with acculturation profile).
Measures
Each of the following measures were a part of a larger NZAVS survey. Due to limited
space in the survey, several scales consisted of a smaller subset of items from larger scales.
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Humility
Mini-IPIP6 scales (Sibley et al., 2011) were used to assess traditional Big 5 personality
factors and honesty-humility. For the purposes of this study, we only assessed participants’ responses to the honesty-humility sub-scale. The scale was adapted from Campbell et al.’s 2004
measure of narcissism, and Ashton and Lee’s 2009 HEXACO measure of honesty-humility. The
honesty-humility scale consisted of four items. Example items included, “[I] Would like to be
seen driving around in a very expensive car.” and “[I] Deserve more things in life.” Responses
ranged from 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very accurate). Honesty-humility has been negatively associated with a social dominance orientation (r = -.24) and prejudice toward groups often derogated (physically unattractive and unemployed; r = -.26) in a large undergraduate student sample
(N = 454) in New Zealand (Sibley et al., 2010). Internal consistency of this scale in a recent
NZAVS study was .78 (Greaves et al., 2015). In the current study, internal Cronbach’s α for honesty-humility ranged from .76 to .79.
Cultural Identification
National identification served as the measure of acculturation through the use of a single
item (“I identify with New Zealand”), adapted from McFarland, Webb, and Brown (2012) and
Postmes, Haslam, and Jans (2013). Participants responded to this item at three different points in
time (Waves 7, 2015; Wave 8, 2016; and Wave 10, 2018). Response choices were on a scale
from 1 (fully disagree) to 7 (fully agree) with the range of responses spanning from 1 to 7 for
each of the different waves. Participants identified highly with New Zealand on average (Wave
7: M = 5.83, SD = 1.31; Wave 8: M = 5.88, SD = 1.26; Wave 10: M = 6.02, SD = 1.13).
Enculturation was measured at five Timepoints (Waves 6-10) through participants’ responses to three items assessing ethnic identity centrality (Leach et al., 2008). An example item
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was, “Being a member of my ethnic group is an important part of how I see myself.” Responses
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). On average, participants reported moderate scale scores for the centrality of ethnic identity (Wave 6: M = 3.40, SD = 1.57; Wave 7: M
= 3.37, SD = 1.57; Wave 8: M = 3.39, SD = 1.59; Wave 9: M = 3.36, SD = 1.61; Wave 10: M =
3.30, SD = 1.64). In the present study, internal consistency ranged from .78 to .82.
Well-being
Satisfaction with life (SWL) was the indicator of subjective well-being in this study (2
items adapted from Diener et al., 1985). These items were, “I am satisfied with my life” and “In
most ways my life is close to ideal.” Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). Participants reported high levels of SWL on average (Wave 6: M = 5.40, SD = 1.11;
Wave 7: M = 5.39, SD = 1.13; Wave 8: M = 5.38, SD = 1.14; Wave 9: M = 5.39, SD = 1.14;
Wave 10: M = 5.42, SD = 1.16). Reliability was good across each of the waves, ranging from .78
(Wave 10) to .83 (Wave 6).
Perceived ethnic deprivation
The NZAVS survey included two items from Abrams and Grant’s measure (2012) of relative ethnic deprivation to measure the perceived effects of systemic discrimination. Participants
responded to two items, “I’m frustrated by what my ethnic group earns relative to other groups
in NZ.” and “People from my ethnic group generally earn less than other groups in NZ.” These
items assessed the degree to which they endorse and are frustrated with their ethnic group earning less than other ethnic groups in New Zealand on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). Intercorrelations between the two items ranged from over .34 to .39 over the
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course of five years. Those identifying as European (n = 1298) reported significantly lower perceived deprivation scale scores (M = [1.93 - 2.10] than those identifying as another ethnic group
(n = 246; M = [3.17 - 3.42]) across five waves (ps < .001 at Waves 6 through 10).
Other covariates
Leading reviews and meta-analyses have identified several contextual and demographic
variables as factors to include in studying associations of acculturation and enculturation with
well-being (see Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013; Rudmin, 2009; Ward & Geeraert, 2016; Yoon
et al., 2013). Therefore, I examined gender (at Wave 6), religious identification (at Wave 6), age
of participants (at Wave 6), household income (Wave 6) and the years participants have lived in
New Zealand (at Wave 9) as potential covariates.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
We examined missingness using SPSS 28.0 (IBM Corp., 2021) for the demographic
items included in this study, items assessing honesty-humility, identification with New Zealand,
ethnic identity centrality, ethnic deprivation, life satisfaction, and years living in New Zealand.
The proportion of missing values, based on the selected variables and demographic items, was
1.09%, with no item missing more than 3.9% of responses. Little’s MCAR test (Chi-Square =
19933.944, df = 21950, p = 1.00) indicated that data were missing completely at random. I used
FIML to estimate parameters for missing data in Mplus 8.3 (Múthen & Múthen, 2019) to test hypotheses. This method is robust against bias due to missing data and non-normality (Schlomer,
Bauman, & Card, 2010).
Each scaled variable demonstrated univariate normality in this dataset, with no extreme
values of skewness regarding the variables of interest in this study (>2) or kurtosis (> 7; Kline,
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2011). I visually inspected outliers using box-plots and then confirmed outliers as scaled scores
greater than three standard deviations from the mean. The number of outliers for each variable
are available in Table 2.2 along with other descriptive statistics. Standardized scores greater than
three standard deviations from the mean were transformed to z-scores of +/- 3.00. For Hypotheses 1a-c, correlations were examined using these transformed z-scores. Because I used personcentered analyses to examine effects of acculturation and enculturation on well-being, I did not
transform outliers for the variables of ethnic identity centrality or New Zealand identification.
Person-centered analyses assume that the mean scores of different classes represent multiple
modes on a variable. Moreover, in testing Hypotheses 2-4 in Mplus, I used original scaled scores
because the MLR estimation method is robust against potential issues of multivariate non-normality (Shi et al., 2021).
I evaluated measurement equivalence (invariance) across Waves 6-10 for measures with
three or more items (ethnic identity centrality and honesty-humility) using MLR estimation in
Mplus v. 8.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 2019). These steps included testing for configural (equivalent
factor structure over time, Model 1), weak (metric, equivalent factor loadings, Model 2), strong
(scalar, equivalent intercepts, Model 3), and strict (equivalent unique residual variances, Model
4a) invariance, with strong or strict invariance preferred for testing Hypotheses 2-4. I judged the
acceptability of models by assessing criteria for global fit (good fit: CFI > .95, RMSEA <.06,
SRMR <.08; acceptable fit: CFI > .90, RMSEA ≤.08, SRMR ≤.10; and ΔCFI < -.01 for model
comparisons; Brown, 2015; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Infurna, & Grimm, 2017). Centrality of
ethnic identity and honesty-humility both demonstrated strict invariance over time (see Table 2.3
for model information). Regarding ethnic identity centrality, the strict model of invariance
demonstrated good fit (CFI = .993, ΔCFI between strict and strong models = .000, RMSEA =
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.03, and SRMR = .03). For honesty-humility, the strict model demonstrated acceptable fit (CFI =
.945, ΔCFI between strong and strict models = .000, RMEA = .06, and SRMR = .10).
Hypotheses 1a-c: Correlations
Primary variables
I conducted bivariate correlations of honesty-humility, acculturation, enculturation, and
ethnic deprivation with life-satisfaction cross-sectionally based on scaled scores of honesty-humility, enculturation, ethnic deprivation, and life satisfaction and the single item of acculturation,
using FIML in Mplus and the correlation matrix in the output (See Table 2.4). As expected, honesty-humility was positively associated with life satisfaction at each time point: (rs ranged from
.19 to .23). Acculturation (national identification with New Zealand) was also positively associated with life satisfaction at each Timepoint (rs ranged from .25 to .29). However, enculturation
(the centrality of ethnic identity) was not associated with life satisfaction at any time point for the
total sample (r’s ranged from -.03 to .01). Examining cross-sectional scatterplots for enculturation and life satisfaction indicated that at the highest levels of ethnic identification (i.e., scale
score of 7 out of 7), there may have been a stronger relationship, in which higher levels of enculturation were associated with higher levels of life satisfaction, but that at other values (e.g., scale
scores between 1-5), there was not a traceable pattern. Ethnic deprivation was weakly and inversely correlated with levels of life satisfaction at each time point (r’s ranged from -.19 to -.13).
These results provided support for Hypotheses 1a and 1b, but not for 1c. Because all such correlations were below an absolute threshold of .30, there was not a need to mean-center honesty-humility for additional analyses to reduce bias stemming from multicollinearity (Iacobucci et al.,
2016).
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Bivariate correlations between acculturation, enculturation, honesty-humility, and ethnic
deprivation were also explored (Tables 2.5 and 2.6). Acculturation and enculturation were unrelated (r’s ranged from -.01 to .00). Honesty-humility was marginally related to acculturation (r’s
ranged from .05 to .09), and weakly and inversely related with enculturation (r’s ranged from .18 to -.12). Correlations between acculturation and ethnic deprivation were marginal and varied
(r's ranged from -.11 to .06). Enculturation and ethnic deprivation, in comparison, were more
strongly related at each Timepoint (r’s ranged from .30 to .35). Honesty-humility was inversely
associated with ethnic deprivation (r’s ranged from -.24 to -.21).
I then examined correlations for the sub-sample of participants who did not identify ethnically as European (see Tables 2.7 and 2.8). Acculturation was positively associated with life
satisfaction at Waves 7, 8, and 10 (r’s ranged from .19 to .22). Enculturation was marginally related to life satisfaction at each Timepoint (r’s ranged from -.04 to .10). Acculturation and enculturation for this subsample were also largely unrelated at Waves 7 (r =.02), 8 (r = -.07), and 10 (r
= .05). Honesty-humility was positively associated with life satisfaction at each Timepoint (r’s
ranged from .14 to .25). Correlations for honesty-humility with acculturation ranged from .03 to
.10, and for enculturation, -.19 to -.06. Notably, the inverse association of ethnic deprivation and
life satisfaction ranged from -.31 to -.19 for those ethnically identifying as Asian, Pacific, Māori,
and Other, compared to correlations ranging from -.19 to -.13 for those ethnically identifying as
European. Therefore, I included ethnic deprivation at Wave 6 as a control variable in testing hypotheses about the effects of acculturation, enculturation, and honesty—humility on satisfaction
with life over time.
Other potential covariates
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To assess if individuals’ levels of life satisfaction differed due to variables other than acculturation or enculturation, I examined whether age, gender, religious identification, household
income, and length of time living in New Zealand at Wave 9 were significantly associated with
satisfaction with life for the total sample (Tables 2.9-2.10). I planned to include as covariates any
continuous variables (i.e., age, household income, and length of time in NZ) that were moderately correlated with life satisfaction (>.30). I also examined certain categorical variables as potential covariates (i.e., gender and religion), planning to include them in subsequent analyses if
medium or larger effect sizes were observed through One-way ANOVA analyses using SPSS
v.28.0. Moderate correlations were not observed. Additionally, I did not observe moderate or
larger effect sizes (partial η2 >.06) in tests of group differences in life satisfaction based on gender or religious identification (see Table 2.9). As a result of these analyses, I did not include any
covariates in addition to ethnic deprivation in analyses assessing the effects of acculturation/enculturation trajectories and honesty-humility on life satisfaction over time.
Hypothesis 2: Testing for Acculturation and Enculturation Profiles
Model Identification
To model trajectories over time, I fixed factor loadings on the latent variable representing
the slope of enculturation (ethnic identity centrality) to 0, .5, 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 for Waves 6-10,
respectively. Factor loadings on the latent variable representing the slope of acculturation (national identification) were fixed at .5 for Wave 7, 1.0 for Wave 8, and 2.0 for Wave 10. Factor
loadings for latent variables representing the intercepts (levels) of acculturation and enculturation
were fixed at 1 across waves. I used scaled scores, for which outliers were transformed to three
standard deviations from the mean, as indicators for the latent variables. Following steps outlined
by Ram and Grimm (2009), I included estimates of starting values for these latent variables
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based on the upper and lower ends of the baseline one-class estimation model (this one-class
model depicted a sample with moderate and stable integration).
I then followed steps outlined by Grimm et al. (2017, p. 145-151) for comparing k-class
models to identify the class model that best fits the data. Model comparisons were examined on
two levels: differing numbers of k classes (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4 classes estimated based on common
classes found in longitudinal tests of integration theory: moderate and stable integration, integration increasing, assimilation, and separation), and models that differed in the degree to which parameters were specified for each class (i.e., latent variable means, covariances, and residual variances). K-class models with better fit indices in models that allow for estimating more parameters across groups represent the best-fitting model for the data (i.e., lower BIC values, significant
p-values for LMR [Lo-Mendell-Rubin Adjusted Likelihood Ratio Test] and BLRT [Parametric
Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test] values comparing k and k-1 models). Although models with errors in convergence or termination are common, I followed recommendations to discard any
models with errors from consideration (Grimm et al., 2017, p. 154-155). Initial analyses included
3,000 starting values, 100 starting iterations, 100 final stage optimizations, and 100 LRT bootstraps. I then re-ran these analyses with 5,000 starting values, 200 iterations, 200 optimizations,
and 200 LRT bootstraps to reduce the chances of local maxima influencing the solution. Results
were consistent across both sets of values. The best-fitting model for the total sample consisted
of two classes in which I permitted the means of intercepts and slopes for acculturation and enculturation to vary between classes, but held variances, covariances, and residual variances to be
invariant (Model 2 in Grimm et al., 2017, pp. 146-147). See Table 2.11 for model statistics and
Table 2.12 and Figure 2.3 for descriptions of these profiles. Models that estimated variances and
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covariances (Model 3) and residuals (Model 4) across profiles contained errors in the output and
were subsequently discarded.
Profile Identification
The largest of the two groups (85.9%, n = 1333) represented a moderately integrated/assimilated profile. This Moderately Integrated profile demonstrated high and stable identification
with New Zealand (Intercept M: 6.21, p < .001, SD = .56, p < .001; Slope M: .034, p = .154, SD
= .24, p = .127) and a moderate level of ethnic identity centrality that slightly decreased over
time (Intercept M: 3.43, p < .001, SD = 1.38, p < .001; Slope M: -.04, p = .006, SD = .26, p <
.001). The smaller group (14.1%, n = 219) represented a profile that was in the process of integrating via acculturating to a stronger New Zealand identity. The Acculturating profile demonstrated an initially lower but increasing identification with New Zealand over time (Intercept M:
3.17; p < .001; Slope M: .70, p < .001) with a stable moderate ethnic identity (Intercept M: 3.28,
p < .001; Slope M: -.04, p = .417). Key differences between the two profiles lied in the intercepts
and slopes of acculturation. The profiles demonstrated large differences in initial levels of acculturation (Cohen’s d = 5.43) and change in acculturation (d = 2.78) but, did not demonstrate differences in the level of enculturation (d = .11) or the slope of enculturation (d = .00). The correlation of the intercept and slope of acculturation across profiles was -.09 (p = .812); and for the
correlation of the intercept and slope of enculturation, .00 (p = .982). In sum, the results only
partially supported Hypothesis 2 (modeled after integration theory), with two identified profiles
in the best model: a moderately integrated profile and an acculturating profile. Using an output
syntax in the growth mixture modeling analyses in Mplus, I created a file that exported and
saved profile classifications for each participant into a separate data file. These values were then
input into the datafile containing the other variables for conducting analyses to test Hypothesis 3.
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Predictors of latent profile membership
Concerning variables predicting membership in one of the two profiles (Table 13), living
a greater number of years in New Zealand significantly predicted classification into the Moderately Integrated profile (B = .03, p < .001) versus the Acculturating profile (B = -.03, p < .001).
Age (B = -.01, p = .346) and identifying as European or as of an ethnic minority group (B = 0.41,
p = .135) did not significantly predict membership in the Moderately Integrated or Acculturating
profiles. Descriptive information regarding ethnic identities, religious and spiritual identification,
region participants emigrated from, and languages spoken for each profile are provided in Table
2.14.
Hypothesis 3: Testing effects of Acculturation Profiles on Well-Being
Growth curve model of well-being
To examine the effects of acculturation and enculturation on well-being across each of
the profiles, I pursued the following steps. First, I examined whether a no growth model (ChiSquare Value = 78.016, df = 17, p <.001; RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.04-.06]; CFI = .981; SRMR =
.04) or a linear growth model (Chi-Square Value = 21.24, df = 14, p = .096; RMSEA = .02, 90%
CI [.00-.03]; CFI = .998; SRMR = .04) best fit the data on life satisfaction for the total sample.
Due to the use of MLR in case of multivariate non-normality, I used the Sattora-Bentler ChiSquare scaled difference test (59.48, df = 3, p <.001; Sattora & Bentler, 2010). I also examined
model fit criteria of both models (i.e., ΔCFI < -.01). The linear growth curve model of life satisfaction was determined to be the better fit for the data between the two models. In this model, the
mean of the intercept of life satisfaction was 5.39 (p < .001) and stable over time (mean of slope
= .01, p = .317). However, there was significant variation within sample around the intercept
(.94, p <.001) and the slope (.01, p <.001) of life satisfaction, which indicated that individuals
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significantly differed in their levels at the initial Timepoint and changes in well-being over time.
This was in accordance with assumptions of individual differences entailed in Hypotheses 3 and
4. Additionally, there was a small but significant inverse relationship between the intercept and
slope of life satisfaction (covariance = -.02, p = .019, r = -.16; p = .005). See Table 15 for model
fit statistics.
Adding in classification and ethnic deprivation
The next step was to determine whether adding in effects of acculturation profile classification (moderate integration = 1, acculturating = 2) and ethnic deprivation at Wave 6 (time-invariant covariate) would significantly account for additional variance in the intercept and slope
of life satisfaction over time. This model demonstrated good fit (Chi-Square = 24.75, df = 20, p =
.211; RMSEA = .01, 90% CI [.00-.023]; CFI = .999; SRMR = .030) and held superior fit relative
to a model in which the effects of the covariates on the intercept and slope of life satisfaction
were set to 0 (Chi-Square = 121.08, df = 24, p < .001, Sattora-Bentler Chi-Square Difference =
104.51, df = 4, p <.001; ΔCFI = .018; see Grimm et al., 2017, p. 111). Model statistics are provided in Table 2.15. Although there was a warning message in the output regarding a non-positive definite first-order derivative product matrix, this was the result of the variance of the dichotomous classification variable; and, therefore, I considered the results of the output to be
credible (see Grimm et al., 2017, pp. 107-108 for more information regarding this decision).
Controlling for ethnic deprivation (B = -.17, SE = .02, MSE = -7.13, p <.001) profile classification (B = -.54, SE = .09, MSE = -6.16, p <.001) was significantly related to the intercept of life
satisfaction. Consistent with Hypothesis 3a, those classified in the moderately integrated profile
held higher levels of well-being than those classified in the acculturating profile. However, profile classification did not have a significant effect on the slope of well-being (B = -.02, SE = .02,
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MSE = -1.17, p = .241) when controlling for the effect of ethnic deprivation (B = .01, SE = .01,
MSE = 2.80, p = .005). Therefore, strengthening integration via acculturation to a New Zealand
identity did not enhance well-being over time. This finding indicates a lack of evidence supporting Hypothesis 3b. See Table 2.16 for model fit statistics. Standardized significant effects for this
model are provided in Figure 2.4.
Hypothesis 4: Effects of Humility on Well-Being
Humility as Incremental Predictor
The next step of analysis was to determine whether adding scaled scores for honesty-humility at Wave 6 to the model would incrementally predict a significant level of variance in the
intercept or slope of life satisfaction for this immigrant sample. Effects for the relationships between honesty-humility, ethnic deprivation, and acculturation profile were also estimated in the
models. The model including estimated effects of honesty-humility on the slope and intercept
(Chi-Square = 29.96, df = 23, p = .150, RMSEA = .01, 90% CI [.00-.03], CFI = .998, SRMR =
.03) demonstrated superior fit to a model constraining the effects of honesty-humility intercept
and slope to 0 (Chi-Square = 67.73, df = 25, p <.001; Sattora-Bentler Chi-Square difference =
43.67, df = 2, p <.001; ΔCFI = .008). The model estimating effects on both intercept and slope
was not significantly better than the model constraining the effect of honesty-humility on slope
to 0 and freely estimating the effect on the intercept (Chi-Square = 30.95, df = 24, p = .155; Sattora-Bentler Chi-Square difference p-value = .336; ΔCFI =.000]. Therefore, I identified the
model in which honesty-humility at Wave 6 had an effect on the intercept of life satisfaction but
not the slope of life satisfaction as the superior model (Model 3 in Table 2.16). Controlling for
ethnic deprivation (B = -.17, SE = .03, MSE = -5.81, p < .001) and profile classification (B = -.19,
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SE = .03, MSE = -6.18, p < .001), honesty-humility was significantly associated with the intercept of life satisfaction (B = .18, SE = .02, MSE = 7.12, p < .001). The results of this analysis
provide support for Hypothesis 4a: humility predicted greater levels of well-being in the sample
of immigrants, in addition to the significant effects of acculturation orientation and ethnic deprivation. The time-invariant variable of humility did not predict change in well-being over time,
though. See Table 2.17 for model fit statistics. In Figure 2.5 I provide an illustration of the significant standardized effects of this model.
Humility in interaction with Acculturation Profiles. To test hypothesis 4b, I created a
variable in the Mplus syntax to serve as an interaction term between honesty-humility and probability of being classified in a certain profile. I also replaced the dichotomous variable for profile
classification in the model with continuous variables estimating the probability of being in the
moderately integrated profile or the probability of being in the acculturating profile. This approach allowed me to evaluate whether humility buffered the gap in well-being over time for
those in the acculturating profile or amplified the relationship of integration with well-being for
those in the moderate integration profile.
To test Hypothesis 4b, I began by examining model fit criteria, ΔCFI, and Sattora-Bentler
Chi-Square comparisons for models in which the direct effect of honesty-humility on the intercept of life satisfaction was estimated, but interaction effects were set to 0 for effects on the intercepts and slope, estimated only for the intercept, estimated only for the slope, or estimated for
both intercept and slope. For the first model, in which I set interaction effects on the level and
slope of well-being to be 0, the model demonstrated good fit (Chi-Square = 33.54, df = 29, p =
.257; RMSEA = .01, 90% CI [.00-.02], CFI = .999; SRMR = .02). I then ran models with a progression of estimated effects to determine if one of these models demonstrated a better fit for the
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sample than the model in which interaction effects were set to 0. See Table 2.18 for model fit indices and comparisons. Models that included interaction effects on the intercept and slope, the
intercept only, or the slope only were not significantly better than the first model estimating
moderation effects to be 0. These same findings held for examining the interaction effects of
honesty-humility and probability of being in the moderate integration profile on life satisfaction
over time (See Table 19). Models estimating interaction effects were not significantly better than
the model in which interaction effects were set to 0 (Chi-Square = 33.52, df = 29, p = .257;
RMSEA = .01, 90% CI [.00-.02], CFI = .999; SRMR = .02). In summary, results did not support
the hypothesis that humility would interact with acculturation orientations to promote well-being
for those holding different balances of acculturation and enculturation (Hypothesis 4b). Although
humility did account for incremental variance in levels of well-being in the sample in addition to
acculturation orientations, humility did not account for incremental variance in levels or slopes
of well-being over time via moderation. Therefore, there was a lack of evidence supporting the
hypothesis that with higher levels of humility, groups of immigrants with different acculturation
orientations (or balances) would experience greater benefits to well-being over time.
Discussion
The results of this study provide an important test of the integration hypothesis in an
adult immigrant sample while also furthering the study of humility and well-being for those living cross-culturally. In this sample of adult immigrants in New Zealand, acculturation to a New
Zealand identity and honesty-humility were positively associated with well-being, ethnic deprivation was inversely associated with well-being, and enculturation of one’s ethnic identity was
not associated with well-being. Given that the majority of the sample identified as European; ethnic identification was also largely unrelated to life satisfaction among those who did not identify
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ethnically as European. Through growth mixture modeling, I observed two distinct trajectories of
acculturation orientations in the sample: Moderate Integration (the most common profile) and
Acculturating (≈15% of the sample). Through a linear growth model that controlled for the effects of ethnic deprivation on levels and changes to well-being, the stable Moderately Integrated
profile demonstrated higher levels of well-being than the Acculturating profile. In sum, the integrated profile demonstrated advantages in overall levels of well-being for an adult immigrant
sample. However, increasing integration via acculturation did not lead to an increase in well-being over time. This result runs contrary to assumptions that integration would lead to positive
changes in adaptation (Berry, 2019).
This study also makes a meaningful contribution to the study of humility within the field
of cross-cultural psychology. Honesty-humility incrementally predicted higher levels of life satisfaction. This adds to findings regarding the benefits of humility in a multinational sojourner exchange student sample (Demes & Geeraert, 2015; Geeraert et al., 2019).
However, when testing for honesty-humility as a moderator of acculturation orientations
on levels and/or changes to well-being, the effects were null. Thus, humility did not appear to
promote well-being in helping people to balance their cultural orientations. One potential explanation for this null finding could be that, in certain settings, humility may not be very beneficial
for ones well-being, such as when there are oppressive norms (Priebe & Van Tongeren, 2021).
Individuals who were in the acculturating profile held a lower level of identification with New
Zealand, and therefore, could potentially be prone to group devaluation or exploitation. As a result, higher levels of humility (lower entitlement) might not be beneficial for certain individuals
who are aiming to balance cultural identities while in a more vulnerable position.
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Implications
These results regarding profile identification and differences in well-being were in partial
accordance with existing integration theory concerning the existence of different cultural orientation and differences in well-being (e.g., Berry, 1997, 2019; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). For example, the moderately integrated profile demonstrated greater levels of well-being than the acculturating profile with lower initial integration. Nevertheless, increasing acculturation to a New
Zealand identity over the course of time did not predict a positive change in well-being. This observation challenges the hypothesis that increasing in identity integration would be adaptive for
those living cross-culturally and is in contrast to the benefits that increasing integration had for a
sample of adolescent immigrants in Europe who held an initially separated profile (Stoessel et
al., 2014). However, this finding may be consistent with observations made by Schwartz et al.
(2015a) in which integration of values or behaviors had greater effects on well-being than integration of identities in an adolescent immigrant sample. The fact that an increase in New Zealand
identity with stable ethnic identification did not lead to a change in well-being after a number of
years in this sample calls the field to take serious caution around assumptions of acculturation
and well-being. In this sample of mostly settled adult immigrants, strengthening integration of
identities did not lead to improvements in well-being.
This present study aligns with other studies employing longitudinal person-centered analyses (e.g., Knight et al., 2009; Schwartz et al., 2015a; Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al., 2014)
in providing a more nuanced understanding of acculturation orientations than Berry’s picture of
four clear strategies (1997, 2019). Longitudinal person-centered analyses (e.g., latent class
growth curves) hold certain advantages in the assessment of acculturation strategies. These strategies avoid common pitfalls such as forcing theoretical adherence through the use of splitting
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samples at the mean or overly relying on a single point in time to determine a person’s strategy.
However, this data analysis strategy also complicates our understanding of what acculturation
orientations look like, let alone integration (Ward & Geeraert, 2016). With increasing calls to understand integration as a balance of cultural orientations (e.g., Ward, 2013; Ward & Geeraert,
2016), the results of this study suggest that assessing a subjective experience of balance over
time along with levels of cultural orientations may be critical for understanding how changes in a
person’s perceived balance of cultural orientations is related to changes in well-being. Mixedmethod designs that allow for qualitative assessment may offer one such route (e.g., Ward et al.,
2019). Developing quantitative measures to assess a person’s balance of cultural identities in addition to levels of identification could provide another route toward clarity. As measurement and
data analysis strategies become stronger, the field will be able to clarify boundaries of when certain balances of identities promote greater well-being or a change in well-being, and when they
do not (Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015, Ward & Geeraert, 2016).
Therefore, for samples of adults living cross-culturally, there may be a need to focus on
other constructs that promote well-being when contexts or acculturation orientations vary. Such
constructs could include both internal factors such as traits, strengths, and coping strategies; or,
they could focus on external factors that are affecting well-being, such as systemic policies or
group devaluation from the host culture (e.g., Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015). In this study, humility (an internal factor) and ethnic deprivation (an external factor) both incrementally account for
variance in levels of well-being. The field of cross-cultural psychology has increasingly focused,
and rightly so, on the moderating effects of contextual factors on the well-being of those living
cross-culturally (Rudmin, 2009; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). Nonetheless, examination of humility
among populations of people living cross-culturally is scant, focused solely on the experience of
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students in an international exchange program (Demes & Geeraert, 2015; Geeraert et al., 2019).
The results of this study demonstrate that humility is also positively related to well-being for immigrants who have been living in another culture for decades. None of these studies, though, explore whether changes in humility account for changes in well-being among such samples when
living cross-culturally. With the literature around humility interventions still in its infancy (see
Lavelock et al., 2017 for an example), the study of cross-cultural adjustment may provide a helpful context for studying the effectiveness of interventions that target humility.
In addition to the construct of humility, the larger field of positive psychology is ripe for
identifying potential constructs that when targeted through intervention could support healthy adaptation among individuals living cross-culturally. A recent review on positive psychology constructs and their effects on measures of well-being provides promising evidence of immediate
and long-lasting benefits from various exercises, behaviors, and commitments (VanderWeele,
2020). Such interventions include gratitude exercises, savoring activities, committing to using
one’s character strengths in new ways, devoting a substantial amount of time one day per week
to acts of kindness, completing a forgiveness workbook, or attending religious services
(VanderWeele, 2020). Where contextual factors limit the extent to which acculturation strategies
lead to changes in well-being, positive psychology is an invaluable pool of new resources to empirically study.
Strengths and Limitations
The methodology of this study demonstrated several strengths. These strengths include
stratified sampling procedures in recruiting participants, a selected participant sample not well
represented in psychological studies of acculturation (adult immigrants in New Zealand), and a
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large sample size with five waves of data to test hypotheses using longitudinal and person-centered analyses (Sibley, 2020). Nonetheless, this study included four significant limitations. First,
the majority of participants were European ethnically. In light of findings from previous studies
that have observed ethnic identity to moderate the relationship of acculturation and enculturation
(see Yoon et al., 2020 for a review), the characteristics of this sample may have constrained variance in the centrality of ethnic identity, thus limiting the number of acculturation strategies that
were observed. Future research studies can account for this limitation by assessing latent class
growth curves in a sample with greater ethnic diversity that is also more representative of immigration trends in New Zealand (Sibley & Ward, 2013). Second, national identification with New
Zealand represented the key variable that distinguished profiles over time. Yet, this variable consisted of a single item. Although use of single items with studies on integration profiles is common (e.g., Spiegler et al., 2019; Stoessel et al., 2014), this approach may have limited reliability.
Third, this study of integration only included two dimensions (national identity and ethnic identity) and did not follow recommendations to include multiple identities (see Ward, 2013; Ward &
Geeraert, 2016). Future researchers are encouraged to include measures of other potentially salient identities (i.e., religious identity, Stuart & Ward, 2011) in growth mixture model analyses
that may be critical to a person’s sense of balance.
Limitations also lie in this study’s examination of humility. In this study, I measured the
trait of humility through four items assessing modesty and a low level of entitlement (Sibley et
al., 2011). This measure of humility is consistent with a common approach of assessing humility
with a focus on traits or behaviors related to interpersonal modesty, a lack of superiority, or a
lack of entitlement, but did not include other aspects of humility such as teachability or an accurate view of oneself (McElroy-Heltzel et al., 2018). Additionally, these four items represented
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only a subset of the multiple facets of honesty-humility that are measured in the 60 -item HEXACO scale (Ashton & Lee, 2009) that the open-source measure used in this study (Sibley et al.,
2011) is comparable to. Moreover, humility was assessed from more of a trait/behavioral framework than from a cultural value framework, such as in the Asian American Values Scale-Multidimensional (AAVS-M; Kim, Li, & Ng, 2005). To account for why humility is related to levels
of well-being among people living cross-culturally, it may be more useful for researchers to include measures of humility that assess some of these components of humility that were absent
from this study.
Additionally, within the humility literature, studies examining the relationship of humility
to well-being have focused on humility’s effects on social and interpersonal mechanisms (e.g.,
Davis et al., 2013; Van Tongeren, 2019) or intrapersonal and interpersonal regulation (e.g., Paine
et al., 2016). Moreover, outcomes assessing the effects of humility on well-being typically include meaning in life or relational outcomes as opposed to a global measure of life satisfaction
(Davis & Gazaway, 2020; Van Tongeren, 2019). The use of life satisfaction as a single indicator
of well-being may have limited the observations that could be made concerning the benefits of
humility for those with different balances of acculturation. For example, in this present study, the
acculturating profile was at a disadvantage in satisfaction with life. A similar trajectory in
Spiegler et al.’s (2019) study (separated but increasingly integrated) reported lower internalizing
problems compared to other groups. Therefore, future research on humility in cross-cultural contexts may benefit from including several different measures of well-being.
Future Directions for Research
Three key questions remain unanswered upon reflection of the implication of this study’s
results. First, would assessing changes in a person’s reported balance of cultural identities (as
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opposed to endorsement of individual cultural identities) be more predictive of changes in wellbeing for those living cross-culturally? Second, what are constructs or traits that help people balance cultural identities/commitments in a way that promotes their well-being? Third, why is humility predictive of greater levels of well-being for those living cross-culturally? Galvanizing the
fields of positive psychology and cross-cultural psychology to address these questions could provide meaningful support to programs and counselors providing services to communities of people navigating challenges of living cross-culturally.
To address these questions, I provide the following recommendations for future research
programs. First, researchers ought to assess integration not only through levels of cultural identification, but also a person’s subjective sense of balance. This approach has been undertaken
qualitatively (Ward et al., 2019), but it would also be helpful to establish a valid and reliable
quantitative measure. Additionally, it is important for researchers to conduct longitudinal and experimental analyses to test whether changes in humility or other positive psychology constructs
might predict a change in well-being outcomes for those living in another culture. Moreover, I
encourage programs assessing humility in the context of cross-cultural adjustment to include outcomes of well-being more consistently linked with humility than life satisfaction. Such variables
include meaning in life and measures of positive relationship outcomes (Van Tongeren et al.,
2019). Finally, it important to include mediation and moderation analyses to advance the field in
understanding why and how humility, or other positive psychology constructs, would be associated with well-being among cross-cultural populations. Accordingly, in a similar vein to work
done by Kus and colleagues regarding the integration strategy of acculturation among Estonian
Russians (Kus et al., 2013; Kus-Harbord & Ward, 2015), researchers ought to consider conditions in which humility interventions would be less helpful or even harmful. For example, one
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research question to explore at a contextual level could be whether certain humility norms in the
host culture predict worse well-being among immigrants when certain ethnic groups experience
economic deprivation.
Conclusion
Globalization and the corresponding increase of cross-cultural contact presents a need to
better understand what promotes or threatens the well-being of people who are navigating demands for identification with multiple cultures. Unfortunately, at such a critical time, the psychological study of acculturation has plateaued. In order to clarify paths of research that can address
this problem, I have critically examined integration theory (Berry, 1980, 1997, 2019). In this
study, adult immigrants in New Zealand who held a steady strategy of integration of cultural
identities reported higher levels of well-being compared to those with an initially lower level of
integration who were increasing over time in integration via acculturation. However, as a direct
challenge to assumptions of integration theory, this second group of adult immigrants increasing
acculturation did not experience a change in their level of well-being. Therefore, counseling psychologists who are providing services to cross-cultural populations may need more effective
strategies to employ than encouraging integration. In this study, humility significantly accounted
for higher levels of well-being among immigrant adults, even when accounting for negative effects of ethnic deprivation. However, more work needs to be done to understand the nature of humility’s relationship to well-being in cross-cultural settings. Therefore, humility—and other positive psychology constructs—appears to be a rich source of new research inquiries that can promote the psychological well-being of people living cross-culturally.

79

References
Abrams, D., & Grant, P. R. (2012). Testing the social identity relative deprivation (SIRD) model
of social change: The political rise of Scottish nationalism. British Journal of Social Psychology, 51(4), 674-689. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02032.x
Ashton, M.C. & Lee, K. (2009). The HEXACO-60: A short measure of the major dimensions of
personality. Journal of Personality Assessment, 91, 340-345.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223890902935878
Berry, J.W. (1980). Acculturation as varieties of adaptation. In A. Padilla (Ed.), Acculturation:
Theory, models, and some new findings (pp. 9-25). Boulder, CO: Westview.
Berry, J. W. (1997). Immigration, acculturation, and adaptation. Applied Psychology: An
International Review, 46, 5-34. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1997.tb01087.x
Berry J.W. (2019). Acculturation: A personal journey across cultures. In K.D. Keith (Ed.).
Elements in Psychology and Culture. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Brown, T.A. (2015). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research, 2nd Ed. In D.A. Kenny &
T.D. Little (Eds.). Methodology in the Social Sciences. New York: Guilford Press.
Cheung, G.W. & Rensvold, R.B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measure
ment invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233-255.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
Cokley, K. (2007). Critical issues in the measurement of ethnic and racial identity: A referendum
on the state of the field. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 54(3), 224-234.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.224
Cross, W.J. Jr. (1991). Shades of Black: Diversity in African-American identity. Philadelphia:
Temple University Press.

80

Davis, D.E. & Gazaway, S. (2020). Observing humility: Relational humility and human
flourishing. In D. Collins, R. McAnally-Linz, & E.C. Rosa (Eds.), The Joy of Humility:
The Beginning and End of the Virtues.
Davis, D. E., McElroy, S. E., Rice, K. G., Choe, E., Westbrook, C., Hook, J. N., … Worthington,
E. L., Jr (2016). Is modesty a subdomain of humility? The Journal of Positive Psychology, 11(4), 439–446. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1117130
Davis, D.E., Worthington, Jr. E.L., Hook, J.N., Emmons, R.A., Hill, P.C., Bollinger, R.A., &
Van Tongeren, D.R. (2013). Humility and the development and repair of social bonds:
Two longitudinal studies. Self and Identity, 12(1), 58-77.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2011.636509
Demes, K.A. & Geeraert, N. (2015). The highs and lows of a cultural transition: A longitudinal
analysis of sojourner stress and adaptation across 50 countries. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 109(2), 316-337. https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000046
Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The Satisfaction with Life
Scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49(1), 71-75.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
Dimock, M. (2017, January 10). How America changed during Barack Obama’s presidency. Pew
Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/2017/01/10/how-america-changed-during-barack-obamas-presidency/
Faul, F. Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. doi: 10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

81

Ferguson, G.M., Bornsetein, M.H., Pottinger, A.M. (2012). Tridimensional acculturation and
adaptation among Jamaican adolescent-mother dyads in the United States. Child Development, 83(5), 1486-1493. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01787.x
Friedman, T. L. (2007). The world is flat: A brief history of the twenty-first century. New York:
Picador.
Geeraert, N., Li, R., Ward, C., Gelfand, M., & Demes, K.A. (2019). A tight spot: How
personality moderates the impact of social norms on sojourner adaptation. Psychological
Science, 30(3), 333-342. https:doi.org/10.1177/0956797618815488
Greaves, L.M., Cowie, L.J., Fraser, G., Muriwai, E., Huang, Y., Milojev, P….Clouston, A.
(2015). Regional differences and similarities in the personality of New Zealanders. New
Zealand Journal of Psychology, 44(1), 4-16. https://www.mendeley.com/catalogue/1a1c2631-69b2-3317-8025-2d06e45d5278/
Grimm, K.J., Ram, N. & Estabrook, R. (2017). Growth modeling: Structural equation and multi
level modeling approaches. In D.A. Kenny & T.D. Little (Eds.). Methodology in the Social Sciences. New York: Guilford Press
Helms, J.E. (1995). An update of Helm’s White and People of Color racial identity models. In
J.G. Ponterotto, J.M. Casas, L.A. Suzuki, & C.M. Alexander (Eds.), Handbook of multicultural counseling (pp. 181-198). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Hu, L.T., & Bentler, P.M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1-55.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

82

Iacobucci, D., Schneider, M.J., Popovich, D.L. & Bakamitsos, G.A. (2016). Mean centering
helps alleviate ‘micro’ but not ‘macro’ multicollinearity. Behavior Research Methods,
48(4), 1308-1317. https://link.springer.com/article/10.3758/s13428-015-0624-x
Infurna, F.J. & Grimm, K.J. (2017). The use of growth mixture modeling for studying resilience
to major life stressors in adulthood and old age: Lessons for class size and identification
and model selection. Journals of Gerontology: Psychological Sciences, 73(1), 148-159.
https://doi.10.1093/geronb/gbx019.
Kim, B. K., Li, L. C., & Ng, G. F. (2005). The Asian American Values Scale--Multidimensional:
Development, reliability, and validity. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 11(3), 187–201. https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.11.3.187
Kline, R.B. (2011). Principles and practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 3rd Ed. New York:
Guilford.
Krause, N. (2016). Assessing the relationships among wisdom, humility, and life satisfaction.
Journal of Adult Development, 23, 140-149. htpps://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-016-9230-0
Krause, N., Pargament, K.I., Hill, P.C., & Ironson, G. (2016). Humility, stressful life events, and
psychological well-being: Findings from the landmark spirituality and health survey, The
Journal of Positive Psychology, 11(5), 499-510.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1127991
Kus, L, Liu, J., & Ward, C. (2013). Relative deprivation versus system justification: Polemical
social representations and identity positioning in a post-Soviet society. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 43, 423-437. https://doi.10.1002/ejsp.1958

83

Kus-Harbord, L. & Ward, C. (2015). Ethnic Russians in post-Soviet Estonia: Perceived
devaluation, acculturation, well-being, and ethnic attitudes. International Perspectives in
Psychology: Research, Practice, Consultation, 4(1), 66-81.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000025
Lavelock, C. R., Worthington, E. L., Griffin, B. J., Garthe, R. C., Elnasseh, A., Davis, D. E., &
Hook, J. N. (2017). Still Waters Run Deep: Humility as a Master Virtue. Journal of Psychology and Theology, 45(4), 286–303. https://doi.org/10.1177/009164711704500404
Leach, C.W., van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, M. L. W., Pennekamp, S. F., Doosje, B.,...
Spears, R. (2008). Group-level self-definition and self-investment: A hierarchical (multicomponent) model of ingroup identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 144-165. https://doi.apa.org/doiLanding?doi=10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the HEXACO personality
inventory. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39(2), 329–358.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8
Liu, J.H. (Feb. 5, 2019). The Treaty of Waitangi and its influence on identity politics in New
Zealand. The Conversation. Retrieved June 26, 2022 from https://theconversation.com/the-treaty-of-waitangi-and-its-influence-on-identity-politics-in-new-zealand110991.
McElroy-Heltzel, S.E., Davis, D.E., DeBlaere, C., Hook, J.N., Massengale, M., Choe, E., &
Rice, K.G. (2018). Cultural humility: Pilot study testing the social bonds hypothesis in
interethnic couples. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 65(4), 531-537.
https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000268.

84

McFarland, S., Webb, M., & Brown, D. (2012). All humanity is my ingroup: A measure and
studies of identification with all humanity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
103, 830-853. https://doi.10.1037/a0028724.
McLaughlin, A.M., Davis, D.E., Van Tongeren, D.R., McElroy-Heltzel, S.E., Rice, K.G., Hook,
J.N., & DeWall, C.N. (under review. Feb. 2022). Adhering to existential commitments
with humility: Examining benefits and cross-cultural considerations.
Miller, M.J. (2007). A bilinear multidimensional measurement model of Asian American
acculturation and enculturation: Implications for counseling interventions. Journal of
Counseling Psychology, 54(2), 118-131. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.2.118
Miller, M.J. (2010). Testing a bilinear domain-specific model of acculturation and enculturation
across generational status. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 57(2), 179-186.
https://doi.10.org/1037/a0019089
Molinsky, A.I. (2013). The psychological processes of cultural retooling. Academy of
Management Journal, 56(3), 683-710. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0492
Moon, S.H. & Sandage, S.J. (2019). Cultural humility for people of color: Critique of current
theory and practice. Journal of Psychology and Theology, 47(2), 76-86.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091647119842407
Morris, M.W., Chiu, C.Y., & Liu, Z. Polycultural psychology. (2015). Annual Review of
Psychology, 66, 631-659. https://doi.10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015001
Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2019). Mplus user's guide. Sixth edition. Los Angeles,
CA: Muthén & Muthén.

85

New Zealand History (May 17, 2017). The Treaty in Brief. Retrieved June 26, 2022 from
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/politics/treaty/the-treaty-in-brief, (Ministry for Culture and Heritage), updated 17-May-2017
Nguyen, A.-M. D., & Benet-Martinez, V. (2013). Biculturalism and adjustment: a meta-analysis.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 44(1), 122–159.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111435097
Paine, D.R., Jankowski, P.J., & Sandage, S.J. (2016. Humility as a predictor of intercultural competence: Mediator effects for differentiation-of-self. The Family Journal, 24(1), 15-22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1066480715615667
Phinney, J. S. (1989). Stages of ethnic identity development in minority group adolescents.
Journal of Early Adolescence, 9(1-2), 34–49. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431689091004
Phinney, J.S., Horenczyk, G., Liebkind, K., & Vedder, P. (2001). Ethnic identity, immigration,
and well-being: An interactional perspective. Journal of Social Issues, 57(3), 493-510.
http://cretscmhd.psych.ucla.edu/events/PhinneyPaper.pdf
Postmes, T., Haslam, S. A., & Jans, L. (2013). A single‐item measure of social identification:
Reliability, validity, and utility. British Journal of Social Psychology, 52(4), 597-617.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12006
Priebe, C. & Van Tongeren, D.R. (2021). Women pay a steeper price for arrogance: Examining
presentation style, gender, and humility. The Journal of Positive Psychology,
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2021.1991451

86

Ram, N. & Grimm, K. (2009). Methods and measures: Growth mixture modeling: A method for
identifying differences in longitudinal change among unobserved groups. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 33(6), 565-576.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409343765
Rice, K. G., Ray, M. E., Davis, D. E., DeBlaere, C., & Ashby, J. S. (2015). Perfectionism and
longitudinal patterns of stress for STEM majors: Implications for academic performance. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 62(4), 718–
731. https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000097
Rudmin, F. W. (2009). Constructs, measurements, and models of acculturation and acculturative
stress. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 33, 106-123.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2008.12.001
Schlomer, G. L., Bauman, S., & Card, N. A. (2010). Best practices for missing data management
in counseling psychology. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 57, 1–10.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018082
Schwartz, S. J., Des Rosier, S., Huang, S., Zamboanga, B. L., Unger, J. B., Knight, G. P., et al.
(2013). Developmental trajectories of acculturation in Hispanic adolescents: Associations
with family functioning and adolescent risk behavior. Child Development, 84, 1355–
1372. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12047
Schwartz, S.J., Unger, J.B., Baezconde-Garbanati, L., Benet-Martinez, V., Meca, A., Zambo
anga, B.L.,…Szapocznik, J. (2015b). Longitudinal trajectories of bicultural identity integration in recently immigrated Hispanic adolescents: Links with mental health and family
functioning. International Journal of Psychology, 50(6), 440-450.
doi:10.1002/ijop.12196

87

Schwartz, S. J., Unger, J. B., Zamboanga, B. L., Córdova, D., Mason, C.A., Huang, S., &
Szapocznik, J. (2015a). Developmental trajectories of acculturation: links with family
functioning and mental health in recent-immigrant Hispanic adolescents. Child
Development, 86(3), 726–748. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12341.
Schwartz, S. J., Unger, J. B., Zamboanga, B. L., & Szapocznik, J. (2010). Rethinking the concept
of acculturation: implications for theory and research. American Psychologist, 65(4),
237–251. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019330.
Shi, D., DiStefano, C., Zheng, X., Liu, R., & Jiang, Z. (2021). Fitting latent growth models with
small sample sizes and non-normal missing data. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 45(2), 179-192. DOI: 10.1177/0165025420979365.
Sibley, C.G. (2012). The Mini-IPIP6: Item Response Theory analysis of a short measure of the
big-six factors of personality in New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of Psychology,
41(3), 20-30. https://www.proquest.com/docview/1510382491/3037ADEBD40F4D36PQ
/1?accountid=11226
Sibley, C.G. (2019). NZAVS Data Dictionary. NZAVS Technical Documents, e02. Retrieved
from www.navs.auckland.ac.nz
Sibley, C. G. (Updated 20 January 2020) Sampling procedure and sample details for the New
Zealand Attitudes and Values Study. NZAVS Technical Documents, e01.
http://www.psych.auckland.ac.nz/uoa/NZAVS
Sibley, C.G., Harding, J.F., Perry, R., Asbrock, F., & Duckitt, J. (2010). Personality and
prejudice: Extension to the HEXACO personality model. European Journal of Personality, 24, 515-534. https://doi.1002/per.750

88

Sibley, C. G., Luyten, N., Purnomo, M., Moberly, A., Wootton, L. W., Hammond, M. D.,
Sengupta, N., Perry, R., West-Newman, T., Wilson, M. S., McLellan, L., Hoverd, W. J.,
& Robertson, A. (2011). The Mini-IPIP6: Validation and extension of a short measure of
the Big-Six factors of personality in New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of Psychology,
40, 142-159. https://www.psychology.org.nz/journal-archive/SibleyIPIP.pdf
Sirin, S.R., Ryce, P., Gupta, T., Rogers-Sirin, L. (2013). The role of acculturation stress and
mental health symptoms for immigrant adolescents: a longitudinal investigation. Developmental Psychology, 49, 736-748. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028398
Sibley, C.G. & Ward, C. (2013). Measuring the preconditions for a successful multicultural soci
ety: A barometer test of New Zealand. International Journal of Intercultural Relations,
37(6), 700-713. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2013.09.008
Sneed, J.R., Schwartz, S.J., & Cross, W.E., Jr. (2006). A multicultural critique of identity status
theory and research: A call for integration. Identity, 6(1), 61-84,
https://doi.10.1207/s1532706xid0601_5
The Social Report. (2008). Wellington, NZ: Ministry of Social Development. Retrieved June 26,
2022 from sr08-standard-of-living.pdf (msd.govt.nz).
Spiegler, O., Wölfer, R., & Hewstone, M. (2019). Dual identity development and adjustment in
Muslim minority adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48(10), 1924–1937.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01117-9.
Stoessel, K., Titzmann, P. F., & Silbereisen, R. K. (2014). Being “them” and “us” at the same
time? Subgroups of cultural identification change among adolescent diaspora immigrants.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 45(7), 1089–1109.

89

Stuart, J. & Ward, C. (2011). A question of balance: Exploring the acculturation integration and
adaptation of Muslim Immigrant Youth. Psychosocial Intervention, 20(3), 255-267.
Sue, D.W. (1996). Multicultural counseling: Models, methods, and actions. The Counseling
Psychologist, 24(2), 279-284. Retrieved April 14, 2022, from: https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0011000096242008?casa_token=Q4DM7xqGuiwAAAAA:TtV2oGBKYxxe-dmC5or9VhUcg52DT-meY-7LYUHGhZIVBYxZOVmJnUnsUuN11WHBsAyMgmQhhw.
Sue, D.W., & Sue, D. (1990). Counseling the culturally different. New York: Wiley. Van
Oudenhoven, J.P. & Benet-Martinez, V. (2015). In search of a cultural home: From
acculturation to frame-switching and intercultural competencies. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 46, 47-54. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.03.022
Umaña-Taylor, A.J., Quintana, S.M., Lee, R.M., Cross, W.E., Jr., Rivas-Drake, D., Schwartz,
S.J.,…Ethnic and Racial Identity in the 21st Century Study Group (2014). Ethnic and racial identity during adolescence and into young adulthood: An integrated conceptualization. Child Development, 85(1), 21-39. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12196
van Oudenhoven, J.P. & Benet-Martinez, V. (2015). In search of a cultural home: From
acculturation to frame-switching and intercultural competencies. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 46, 47-54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.03.022
Van Tongeren, D.R., Green, J.D., Davis, D.E., Hook, J.N., & Hulsey, T.L. (2016). Prosociality
enhances meaning in life. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 11, 225-236.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1048814

90

Van Tongeren, D.R., Davis, D.E., Hook, J.N., & vanOyen Witvliet, C. (2019). Humility. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 28(5), 463-468. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0963721419850153
VanderWeele, T. (2020). Activities for flourishing: An evidence-based guide. Journal of Positive
Psychology & Well-Being, 4(1), 79-91. https://hfh.fas.harvard.edu/files/pik/files/activitiesforflourishing_jppw.pdf?msclkid=603fcdb5a93111ecba16e2568ead2f57
Verkuyten, M. & Yildiz, A.A. (2007). National (dis)identification and ethnic and religious
identity: A study among Turkish-Dutch Muslims. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 33, 1448-1462. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0146167207304276
Wang, K.T., Heppner, P.P., Fu, C., Zhao, R., Li, F., & Chuang, C. (2012). Profiles of
acculturative adjustment patterns among Chinese international students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 59(3), 424-436. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028532
Wang, K.T., Heppner, P.P., Wang, L., & Zhu, F. (2015). Cultural intelligence trajectories in new
international students: Implications for the development of cross-cultural competence. International Perspectives in Psychology: Research, Practice, Consultation, 4(1), 51-65.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000027
Wang, K.T., Wei, M., & Chen, H. (2015). Social factors in cross-national adjustment: Subjective
well-being, trajectories among Chinese international students. The Counseling Psychologist, 43(2), 272-298. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0011000014566470
Ward, C. (2013). Probing identity, integration, and adaptation: Big questions, little answers.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 37(4), 391-404.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2013.04.001

91

Ward, C. & Geeraert, N. (2016). Advancing acculturation theory and research: The acculturation
process in its ecological context. Current Opinion in Psychology, 8, 98-104.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.021 2352-250X/
Worthington, E.L., Jr., & Allison, S. T. (2018). Heroic humility: What the science of humility
can say to people raised on self-focus. American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0000079-000
Yalom, I.D. (2002). The gift of therapy: An open letter to a new generation of therapists and
their patients. New York: Harper Perennial.
Yoon, E., Chang, C., Kim, S., Clawson, A., Cleary, S.E., Hansen, M., Bruner, J.P., Chan, T.K.,
& Gomes, A.M. (2013). A meta-analysis of acculturation/enculturation and mental
health. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 60(1), 15-30.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0030652
Yoon, E., Cablrou, L., Galvin, S., Hill, L., Daskalova, P., Bhang, C., Mustaffa, E.A.,…Baltazar,
B. (2020). A meta-analysis of acculturation and enculturation: Bilinear, multidimensional, and context-dependent processes. The Counseling Psychologist, 48(3), 342-376.
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0011000019898583

92

APPENDICES

102 Papers from APA
PsycINFO search (85 articles,
17 dissertations).

Removed 60
papers after reading abstracts

Read 42 Papers
Added 22 more
papers from
references
14 of 64 papers were in English,
longitudinal, and person-centered.
Kept 7 of these studies.

Conducted search again on August 3, 2020. Added 1 from
search, 2 more from references.

Included a total of 10 studies in
this review.

Figure 1.1: Literature Search

Removed 6 (not acculturation strategy
trajectories).
Removed 1 dissertation due to gaps in
method.
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Table 1.1

Nature of Latent Class Growth Curves for Integration Trajectories
Source

Description of
Integrated Profile

Indicator Variables

Scales Used

% Of
Sample

Knight et al., 2009

Bilingual

Language
(English & Spanish)

Knight et al., 2009

Dual Cultural

Cultural Affiliation
(Mexican & Anglo)

Dual Cultural

Cultural Values
(Mainstream &
Mexican-American)

MACVS
(Range 1-5)

32.2%

Stable

Cultural Practices
(Hispanic &
American)

BIQ
(Range 1-5)

64.3%

Increasing

Knight et al. 2014

Schwartz et al., 2013
High Bicultural
(youth)
Schwartz et al., 2013
(youth)
Schwartz et al., 2013
(parents)

Moderate
Bicultural
Moderate
Bicultural

Schwartz et al.,
2015a

Increasing
Integration

Schwartz et al.,
2015a

Increasing
Integration

Schwartz et al.,
2015a

Increasing
Integration

Cultural Values
(Collectivism &
Individualism)

Schwartz et al.
2015b

Higher Bicultural
Integration

Bicultural
Identification
(US & Hispanic

ARSMA-II
(Range 1-5)

24.7%

ARSMA-II
(Range 1-5)

62%

Stable or
Changing?

Stable
Stable

Mex. 4.06;
Ang. 3.41

Mex. -.01;
Ang -.02

Mex. 4.55;
Mainst. 2.58

Mex: -.02
(linear);
Mainst.: .02
(linear)/
.01 (quadratic)

“

11.3%

Stable

“

“

24.1%

Stable

69%

Increasing

BIQ
(Range 1-5)
MEIM &
AIM (Range
1-4)
Individualism
and Collectivism Scale
(Range 1-7)
BIIS-1
(Range 1-5)

Slopes (m)

Sp. .05;
Eng. .04

“

Cultural Practices
(Hispanic &
American)
Cultural Affiliation
(US & Hispanic
Identity)

Intercepts (b)

Sp. 4.06;
Eng. 4.33

47%

Increasing

24%

Increasing

42.7%

Stable

This article charted scores and
slopes of the class trajectories
over time but did not report the
values.

This article charted scores and
trajectories and reported means
of cross-classified groups, but not
the values of intercepts and
slopes of each curve.

BII: 14.8

BII: -.07
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Identity)
Stoessel et al., 2014
Stoessel et al., 2014
Spiegler et al., 2019
Spiegler et al., 2019
Spiegler et al., 2019

Idealists
Assim. →
Integration
Realists
Mod. Integr.
Dual Identity
Mod. Integr.
Separated →
Integration
Assim. →
Integration

Dual Identification
(German & Russian)
“
Dual Identification
(Ethnic and National)

Two single
items
(Range 1-6)
“
Two single
items
(Range 1-4)

28.4%

Increasing

Ger. 4.68,
Rus. 1.39

Ger. -.22
Rus. .92*

25.4%

Stable

Ger. 3.91
Rus. 3.47

Ger. -.13
Rus. .01

39%

Increasing

Eth. 3.00,
Nat. 2.63

Eth. .19*,
Nat. .12*

Eth. 4.00,
Nat. 2.73
Eth. 1.87,
Nat. 2.73

Eth. -.29*,
Nat. .19*
Eth. .69*,
Nat. .09**

“

“

39%

Increasing

“

“

8%

Increasing

Note: * p <.001, **p = .025.
Sp. = Spanish. Eng. = English. Mex. = Mexican. Ang. = Anglo. Mainst. = Mainstream. Assim. = assimilation. Mod. = moderate. Integr. = Integration. Eth. =
ethnic. Nat. = national.
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Table 1.2

Description of Latent Trajectories and Associated Outcomes Across Studies Using Latent Curve Growth Analysis
Author, Pub.,
& Sample
Knight et al.
2009. Journal
of Research on
Adolescence.
332 Mexican
American adolescents from
Phoenix, AZ.

Dimension(s) of Integration (IV)
Language,
Cultural Affiliation

Measures of
Acc./Enc.
Language,
Practices, and
Affiliation:
ARSMA-II
(Cuellar et
al., 1995)

Losoya et al.
2008. Journal
of Drug Issues.
300 Mexican
American adolescent males
from Phoenix,
AZ (same sample as Knight et
al. 2009, subtracting 32 female participants).

Language, Cultural
Affiliation

MEIM (Phinney, 1992) &
ARSMA_II
(Cuellar et
al., 1995).

Number, % of Profiles
3 Trajectories of language:
1. Monolingual – 49.1%. 2. Bilingual – 24.7%. 3. Primarily
English – 26.2%.
2 Trajectories of Bicultural affiliation.
1. Dual cultural - 62%. 2. Primarily Mexican – 38%.

Outcomes Associated with Integrated Profiles
No tests of association

From Knight et al. 2009 study.
3 language trajectories:
1. Monolingual (49.3%), 2. Bilingual (27%), and 3. Primarily
English (23.7%).
2 Cultural Affiliation Trajectories: 1. Dual Cultural (65.7%),
2. Primarily Mexican (34.3%).

HLM, Nonlinear Poisson model used with log-link function to
test associations of trajectories with alcohol and marijuana
use. Bilingual group had lowest initial frequency of heavy episodic drinking and primarily English group had higher levels
of heavy drinking than bilingual group. Bilingual group had
marginally lower initial frequency of heavy drinking than
monolingual group. Bilingual group had 11% decline in
heavy drinking over 5 years, other groups did not sig. change.
Initial levels of marijuana use were not different across
groups, but bilingual group had 16% decline over 5 years
whereas other groups did not change. Regarding affiliation,
primarily Mexican group reported higher initial heavy drinking compared to dual cultural group. Primarily Mexican group
showed 18% decline over 5 years. Dual cultural group was
sig. lower in initial marijuana use compared to Primarily
Mexican group. Primarily Mexican group had 13% decline in
use over 5 years.
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Schwartz et al.
2013. Child Development. 266
Hispanic adolescents in US
and 266 caregivers (majority
of youth and
parents born
outside US).

Hispanic and American mainstream cultural practices/behaviors

Bicultural Involvement
Questionnaire
(Szapocznik
et al., 1980).
Language
items not
used in analyses for adolescents due
to measurement non-invariance

3 trajectories for youth and
caregivers
Adolescents:
1. High bicultural - 64.3%
2. Assimilated - 24.4%
3. Moderate bicultural - 11.3%.
Parents:
1. Highly Hispanic - 57.5%.
2. Moderate Bicultural - 24.1%
3.Moderately Hispanic: 19.2%.

Used structural mediation model to test relationship of acculturation trajectories affecting adolescent outcomes in aggression and risk behavior through family functioning. Acculturation class had a significant effect on family functioning. Assimilated class had negative effect on adolescent-reported
family functioning whereas highly bicultural did not. Acculturation class also had an effect on adolescent outcomes. Assimilated class had marginally higher aggressive behavior
than highly bicultural. Adolescent-reported family functioning
mediated effect of assimilated profile on cigarette smoking,
sexual activity, and unprotected sex; thus, assimilated class
was protective against risky behavior.

Stoessel et al.
2014. Journal
of Cross-Cultural Psychology. 366 ethnically German
immigrants
from former
Soviet Union
(FSU) resettling
in Germany.

Cultural Affiliation
and National Identification.

Two single
items asking
if they see
themselves as
“Russian”
and as “German”
(Doosje, Ellemers, and
Spears,
1995).

3 trajectories:
1. “Idealists” (28.4%)
2. “Skeptics” (46.2
3. “Realists” (25.4%)

Three years after data were collection, (at T4), idealists deceased more strongly in language hassles over time and realists showed less of a decrease. Idealists reported a lower level
of sociocultural adaptation hassles and a stronger decrease in
such hassles over time. Skeptics had a higher level of sociocultural hassles. Realists did not differ from the sample as a
whole in the level of sociocultural hassles and showed a
smaller decrease in hassles over time compared to the sample.
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Table 1.3

Description of Latent Trajectories and Means Difference Tests Using Latent Curve Growth Analyses
Source,
Publication,
and Sample
Knight et al.
2014. Journal
of Youth and
Adolescence.
749 Mexican
American adolescents.

Dimension(s) of
Acculturation
Trajectories (IV)
Cultural Values
(Mexican American and Mainstream Values)

Spiegler et al.
2019. Journal
of Youth and
Adolescence.
2145 Muslim
adolescent immigrants in
England, Germany, Sweden,
and the Netherlands

Ethnic Identity
and National
Identity

Measures of
Acculturation/Enculturation
Mexican
American Cultural Values
Scale
(MACVS;
Knight et al.,
2010)

Two single
items asking
subjects how
strongly they
endorsed national identity
and ethnic
identity using a
range from 14.

Number, % of Profiles
4 trajectories of acculturation
strategies.
1. Assimilation – 33.8%.
2. Dual cultural – 32.2%
3. Marginalized/Moderate Bicultural
– 19.8%.
4. Separated – 14.3%

Comparisons of Profiles on Outcomes (DV)
One-way ANOAs compared trajectories on ethnic pride
(Thayer et al., 2002), perceived ethnic discrimination
(adapted from Hughes & Dodge, 1997; Landrine & Klonoff,
1996; and Klonoff & Landrine, 1995), Spanish, and English
use at Timepoint 1 (ARSMA-II); ethnic identity total (exploration, resolution, and affirmation – Umaña-Taylor et al.,
2004) at Timepoint 2, and bicultural comfort, ease, and advantage (Basilio et al., 2013; unilinear measurement) at
Timepoint 3. For purposes of this review, we only present
means differences at time 2 and 3. Integrated and separated
strategies reported higher ethnic identity than assimilated
and marginalized/moderate. Integrated strategy reported
higher bicultural comfort, ease, and advantage than assimilated and marginalized/moderate strategy but not separated
strategy.

4 trajectories.
1. Dual identity – 39%
2. Separated identity that moved towards a dual identity – 39%
3. Assimilated profile that moved toward dual identity - 8%
4. Stable separated profile – 14%

Small, significant differences in class comparisons on intercepts and slopes of latent growth curves for outcomes. Classes did not differ on the intercept of problem behaviors, but
class 2 had a decreasing slope significantly different from
class 4’s increase. Class 4 had higher levels of delinquent
behaviors compared to class 1 and class 2. Class 3 reported
more intergroup contact than classes 1, 2, and 4. Class 2 had
an increase in intergroup contact, differing from other classes. Class 3 reported higher internalizing problems than
other classes. Class 2 had lower internalizing problems than
class 1 and 4. Class 3 reported lower life satisfaction than
classes 2 and 4. Class 2 reported higher levels of life satisfaction than Classes 1 and 4. Classes 1 and 3 both reported
lower health compared to class 2 and 4.
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Schwartz et al.
2015a. Child
Development.
302 recent immigrant Hispanic adolescents

Cultural Practices,
Values, and Identifications

Practices and
Language: BIQ
(Szapocznik et
al., 1980),
Identification:
MEIM (Roberts et al.,
1999), American Identity
Measure
(adapted from
MEIM), Values: Individualism-Collectivism items
(16; Triandis &
Gelfand,
1998).

Two trajectories in practices, values, and identification. Eight
cross-tabulated groups.
Practices: 1. Increasing integration
(69%). 2. Stable integration (S)
(31)%.
Values: 1. (I) - 24%. 2. (S) - 76%.
Identifications:1. (I) - 47%. 2 (S) 53%.
Cross-tabulated groups (Practices/Values/Identification): 27.5%
ISS, 21.5% ISI, 20.9% SSS; 16.2%
III, 6.6% SSI, 3.6% IIS, 3.0% SII,
.06% SIS.

Pairwise differences calculated at Time 5 controlling for
level of outcomes at previous Timepoints, gender, family income, years in U.S., and site of study. In summary, groups
that were increasing in integration in multiple dimensions reported greater well-being and family functioning than those
who were stable and not increasingly integrated.
Positive Youth Development: for self-esteem, SSS was
lower than all groups, and SII was higher than ISI and ISS.
Per optimism, SII had higher levels of optimism than ISS
and SSS. SSS reported more depressive symptoms than
other classes; ISS had more than III, SII, SSI, IIS. IIS reported less symptoms than III, ISI, and SII. For prosocial behavior: SII, III, and IIS reported more prosociality than SSI,
ISI, ISS and SSS.
Family Functioning: for positive parenting, III was greater
than IIS, ISI, ISS, SSI, and SSS. SSS was lower than ISS,
ISI, IIS, SII, and III. On parent-adolescent communication:
III, SSI were stronger than ISS, SII, SSS. ISS was also
stronger than SSS. For parental involvement, III, IIS, SII,
SSI were stronger than ISI, ISS, SSS. ISS was stronger than
SSS. On overall family cohesion, III and IIS were stronger
than ISI, ISS, SSI, and SSS. SII and SSI were stronger than
SSS. Finally, for overall family communication, III was
stronger than ISI< ISSS, SSI< and SSS. SSS was lower than
all other classes.

Schwartz et al.,
2015b. International Journal
of Psychology.
Same Sample
as Schwartz et
al., 2015a.

Bicultural Identity
Integration (of
U.S. and heritage
ethnic identities).

Bicultural
Identity Integration scale
(BIIS-I; BenetMartinez &
Haritatos,
2005). MEIM
(Roberts et al.,
1999) + American identity
adaptation of
MEIM.

Two bicultural identity classes/trajectories among Hispanic
adolescents (9th-12th grade).
1. Low BII - 57.3%.
2. Higher BII - 42.7%

At T6 (12th grade), the trajectory with higher bicultural identity integration reported higher levels than the lower integration trajectory in positive youth development outcomes and
family functioning. Unstandardized regression coefficients
were provided.
Positive Youth Development: Higher BII held higher levels
of self-esteem (B = 1.93, p <.03), optimism (B =2.78, p
<.001), and prosocial behavior (B = 4.16, p < .03). Regarding family functioning, the higher BII class reported greater
parental involvement (B = 4.16, p < .001), parent-adolescent
communication (B = 3.66, p < .03), and family communication (B = .81, p <.005). Groups did not differ significantly in
family communication (B = 1.60, p =.07).
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Table 1.4
Description of Stability and Transitions of Latent Acculturation Profiles in Studies Using Latent Transition Analyses
Source
Publication
Sample
Matsunaga et
al., 2010.
Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology.
1600 Mexican heritage
American
youth.

Jugert et al.,
2020. Journal
of Youth &
Adolescence.
358 Turkish
immigrants in
Germany,
123 ethnically
German immigrants resettling from
former Soviet
Union (FSU).

Dimension of
Acculturation/
Enculturation
Ethnic Identity, Cultural
Orientation,
and Linguistic
Orientation

National Identity and Ethnic
Identity

Measure of Acculturation
Identity: MEIM
(Phinney, 1992).
Cultural orientation: two items
asking how much
they like the way
thing are done in
US and their culture (Unger et al.,
2002). Language
Marin et al.,
1987.

Number of Types and % at
Wave 1
4 Profiles.
1) Strong ethnic id, bicultural orientation, bilingual – 46.8%.
2) Moderate ethnic identity, bicultural, uses more English – 45.8%.
3) Strong ethnic id affirmation,
and weak exploration, bicultural,
uses more English – 3.3%.
4) Monocultural – weak ethnic
identity, oriented toward American culture, uses more English –
4.1%

MEIM (Phinney
& Ong, 2007).
EIS (UmañaTaylor et al.,
2004).

4 Turkish profiles. Three former Soviet Union (FSU) profiles.
Turkish:
1. Integrated (55.7%) – high ethnic and national identity. 2. Separated (29.5%) – strong ethnic id,
low national id. 3. Medium ethnic
identity with high national identity (10.15%). 4. Low ethnic id,
varied in national id (4.61%).
FSU:
1. Integrated (49.4%). 2. Separated (27%). 3. Low and medium
ethnic id with varying levels of
national id (23.6%).

Stability/Transition
Probabilities of Highest Integration Profiles
Waves 1, 2, 3,4 were 6
months apart.
W1-W2: 1 to 1 .65*, 1
to 2 .18, 1 to 3, .08, 1
to 4 .08.
W2-W3: 1 to 1 .68*, 1
to 2, .24, 1 to 3 .04, 1
to 4, .04
W3-W4: 1 to 1 .70*, 1
to 2 .22, 1 to 3 .04, 1 to
4 .03.
Waves 1, 3, and 5 18
months apart.
Turkish.
W1-W3: 1 to 1 - .58, 1
to 2 - .25, 1 to 3 - .14,
1 to 4 - .03.
W3 – W5: 1 to 1 .60, 1
to 2 .18, 1 to 3 .19, 1 to
4 .03.
FSU.
W1- W3: 1 to 1 - .55,
1 to 2, .21, 1 to 3 .24.
W3 – W5: 1 to 1 - .70,
1 to 2, .25, 1 to 3 - .04.

Description of Stability
and Common Transitions
Strongest integrated profile had moderate to high
stability over time. Most
common transition was
to moderate integration.
40% of those in strong or
moderate EI bicultural
profiles maintained their
acculturation strategies
over time.

Integrated Turkish profile had medium stability. Most common transition for integrated profile
at W3 was to separated;
equal transition to separated or medium EI at
W5.
Moderate stability of integrated profile for FSU
sample. At W3, equally
likely to move to separation or low/medium EI.
At W5, most common
transition from integrated
was to separated.

Trends of
Integrated
Profile Over
Time
Group with
strongest ethnic identity
and bicultural orientation increased from
46.8% to
54.3% over
18 months.

For Turkish
sample, integrated profile
decreased
from 55.7%
to 42.5%
over three
years.
FSU integrated profile
decreased
from 66.1%
to 39.7%
over three
years.

Note: I used Jugert et al.’s (2020) classification of transition probabilities as a guide for describing degree of stability/transition: low <.3, medium .3<x<.7, and high >.7. W. =
wave. FSU = Former Soviet Union. EI = Ethnic identity. id. = identity.
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Acculturation Orientation Classification
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Note: Eth ID = centrality of ethnic identity. NZ ID = national identification with New Zealand. LS = Life Satisfaction.

Figure 2. 1
Hypothesized Effects of Acculturation Orientation on Well-Being Controlling for Covariate
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Wave 9

LS
Wave 10
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Wave 10
Note: Eth ID = centrality of ethnic identity. NZ ID = national identification with New Zealand. LS = Life Satisfaction.

Figure 2. 2
Hypothesized Effects of Humility and Acculturation Orientation on Well-Being Controlling for Covariate
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Table 2. 1
Demographics of Participant Sample at Wave 6
Identification
Ethnicity

n

%

European/Pakeha
Asian
Pacific
Māori
Missing

1320
161
45
9
17

85.1
10.4
2.9
.6
1.1

Female
Male
Gender Diverse

918
629
5

59.1
40.5
.3

Heterosexual
Non-heterosexual
Did not understand question
No sexuality stated
Outside scope/Refused to respond
Missing Due to Incomplete Survey
Identify with a religious/spiritual group
Non-religious
Religious
Missing/did not answer
Region born in
Northwest Europe
Oceania and Antarctica
The Americas
Sub-Saharan Africa
Southeast Asia
Northeast Asia
South/Eastern Europe
North Africa & Middle East
Other Demographic Variable
Age at Wave 6
Years Lived in NZ at Wave 9

1250
67
87
13
109
26

80.5
4.4
5.6
.8
7.0
1.7

897
618
37

57.8
40.8
2.4

889
195
128
128
75
62
32
13
Mean
53.03
31.85

57.3
12.6
8.2
8.2
4.8
4.0
2.1
.8
SD
13.18
16.99

Sex/Gender

Sexuality
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Table 2. 2
Descriptive Statistics for Primary Variables Prior to FIML procedures.
Scaled Variable

Mean

SD

Range of
Means

Number of
Outliers (>3SD)

EthID_T6
3.40 [3.32-3.48]
1.57
1.00-7.00
-EthID_T7
3.36 [3.28-3.44]
1.58
1.00-7.00
-EthID_T8
3.38 [3.30-3.46]
1.60
1.00-7.00
-EthID_T9
3.35 [3.27-3.43]
1.61
1.00-7.00
-EthID_T10
3.30 [3.22-3.38]
1.65
1.00-7.00
-NZID_T7
5.83 [5.77-5.89]
1.30
1.00-7.00
-NZID_T8
5.88 [5.82-5.94]
1.26
1.00-7.00
-NZID_T10
6.03 [5.97-6.09]
1.13
1.00-7.00
-HH_T6
5.51 [5.45-5.57]
1.15
1.25-7.00
8
HH_T7
5.55 [5.50-5.61]
1.13
1.25-7.00
10
HH_T8
5.56 [5.50-5.62]
1.15
1.25-7.00
9
HH_T9
5.60 [5.53-5.66]
1.16
1.00-7.00
10
HH_T10
5.64 [5.58-5.70]
1.13
1.50-7.00
11
ED_T6
2.27 [2.21-2.34]
1.20
1.00-7.00
24
ED_T7
2.18 [2.12-2.24]
1.21
1.00-7.00
22
ED_T8
2.24 [2.18-2.30]
1.22
1.00-7.00
20
ED_T9
2.28 [2.22-2.35]
1.24
1.00-7.00
14
ED_T10
2.13 [2.06-2.19]
1.20
1.00-7.00
18
SWL_T6
5.39 [5.33-5.45]
1.13
1.00-7.00
26
SWL_T7
5.38 [5.32-5.44]
1.15
1.00-7.00
10
SWL_T8
5.38 [5.32-5.44]
1.15
1.00-7.00
6
SWL_T9
5.38 [5.32-5.44]
1.16
1.00-7.00
13
SWL_T10
5.42 [5.35-5.47]
1.18
1.00-7.00
14
Note: ETHID = “Ethnic Identity Centrality,” NZID = “Identification with New Zealand,” HH = “Honesty-Humility,” ED = “Ethnic Deprivation,” SWL = “Satisfaction with Life.” T6-T10 = Waves 6-10. Descriptive statistics provided in SPSS 28.0. Brackets indicate 95% CI.
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Table 2. 3
Model Fit Indices for Measurement Equivalence Tests for Ethnic Identity Centrality and Honesty-Humility
Variable
Eth. Id. Centrality

Model

CFI

ΔCFI

50
58

.998
.998

156.99/1.137
164.10/1.163

64
73

MLR
MLR

952.25/1.296
973.07/1.290

MLR
MLR

1005.47/1.266
1013.28/1.282

ML/MLR

Chi-Square*

Configural
Weak

MLR
MLR

75.60/1.194
88.75/1.156

Strong
Strict

MLR
MLR

Configural
Weak

Strong
Strict

df

RMSEA [90% CI]

SRMR

Invariance Supported

-.000

.02 [.01-.03]
.02 [.01-.03]

.02
.02

.993
.993

.005
.000

.03 [.02-.04]
.03 [.02-.03]

.03
.03

Yes
Yes based on fit indices,
ΔCFI; p-value for Sattora-Bentler = .098
Yes**
Yes based on fit indices,
ΔCFI; p-value for Sattora-Bentler = .422.

120
132

.947
.946

-.001

.07 [.06-.07]
.06 [.06-.07]

.10
.10

142
154

.945
.945

.001
.000

.06 [.06-.07]
.06 [.06-.06]

.10
.10

Honesty-Humility
Acceptable
Acceptable based on fit
indices, ΔCFI; p-value
for Sattora-Bentler = .143
Acceptable
Acceptable based on fit
indices, ΔCFI; p-value
for Sattora-Bentler =.124

Note: Used Mplus v. 8.3. Configural = equivalent factor structure over time (Model 1); Weak = metric, equivalent factor loadings (Model 2); Strong = scalar,
equivalent intercepts (Model 3); Strict = equivalent residual variances (Model 4a). * Includes Chi-Square Value and Scaling Correction Factor. “Yes” indicates
invariance supported at CFI > .950, RMSEA < .06, SRMR < .08. “Acceptable” indicates CFI >.90, RMSEA < .08, SRMR < .10** indicates there was a significant difference between the more complicated model and the simpler model on the Sattora-Bentler Chi-Square test (p < 05).
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Table 2. 4
Bivariate Correlations of Primary Variables with Life Satisfaction (Total Sample)
Variable
EthID_T6
EthID_T7
EthID_T8
EthID_T9
EthID_T10
NZID_T7
NZID_T8
NZID_T10
HH_T6
HH_T7
HH_T8
HH_T9
HH_T10
ED_T6
ED_T7
ED_T8
ED_T9
ED_T10

α
.79
.80
.81
.81
.82
*
*
*

.78
.76
.78
.79
.77
**
**
**
**
**

SWL_T6
-.01
------.19
-----.19
-----

SWL_T7
-.01
---.25
---.19
-----.18
----

SWL_T8
---.03
---.28
---.20
-----.18
---

SWL_T9
----.01
-------.20
-----.17
--

SWL_T10
----.00
--.29
----.23
-----.13

Note: Correlations conducted using Mplus v8.3 with FIML and outliers transformed to z-scores of +/-3.
The Mplus correlation matrix does not provide standard errors or significance values for correlations.
*NZ Identification only included one item; **Ethnic Deprivation only included two items.
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Table 2. 5
Bivariate Correlations of Enculturation, Acculturation, and Ethnic Deprivation
EthIDT6 EthIDT7 EthIDT8 EthIDT9 EthIDT10 NZIDT7 NZIDT8 NZIDT10 EDT6 EDT7 EDT8 EDT9
EDT10
EthIDT6
-.75
.77
.76
.73
.08
.05
.02
.30
.34
.28
.31
.29
EthIDT7
.74
-.78
.76
.75
.00
-.01
-.01
.28
.35
.26
.30
.28
EthIDT8
.79
.78
-.79
.77
.00
-.01
.02
.28
.32
.33
.30
.30
EthIDT9
.76
.73
.78
-.81
-.01
-.01
.01
.26
.32
.29
.33
.29
EthIDT10
70
.72
.72
.77
-.01
.00
.03
.26
.29
.26
.29
.31
NZIDT7
.00
.02
-.05
.07
.12
-.68
.59
-.10
-.10
-.08 -.10
-.06
NZIDT8
-.07
-.07
-.07
-.01
.11
.58
-.67
-.10
-.13
-.11 -.10
-.06
NZIDT10
-.01
-.03
-.02
.01
.05
.45
.54
--.09
-.09
-.10 -.08
-.06
EDT6
.30
.32
.28
.27
.27
-.13
-.14
-.13
-.62
.57
.58
.54
EDT7
.38
.39
.22
.34
.32
-.13
-.18
-.08
.70
-.61
.62
.62
EDT8
.27
.39
.34
.34
.32
-.05
-.13
-.10
.66
.70
-.60
.59
EDT9
.37
.34
.23
.37
.30
-.10
-.18
-.04
.65
.68
.70
-.60
EDT10
.29
.23
.22
.29
.34
-.09
-.06
-.09
.63
.69
.66
.69
-Note: Correlations conducted using Mplus v8.3 with FIML and outliers transformed to z-scores of +/- 3. Total sample above diagonal. Ethnic minority sample
below diagonal. EthID = centrality of ethnic identity (enculturation). NZID = National identification with New Zealand (acculturation). ED = Perceived ethnic
deprivation. T6-10 = Wave 6-10.
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Table 2. 6
Bivariate Correlations of Honesty-Humility with Enculturation, Acculturation, and Ethnic Deprivation (Total Sample)

EthID_T6
EthID_T7
EthID_T8
EthID_T9
EthID_T10
NZID_T7
NZID_T8
NZID_T10
ED_T6
ED_T7
ED_T8
ED_T9

HH_T6
-.12
-.12
-.13
-.14
-.15
.08
.05
.02
-.21
-.19
-.18
-.20

HH_T7
-.16
-.15
-.16
-.16
-.17
.09
.05
.03
-.19
-.21
-.20
-.21

HH_T8
-.15
-.13
-.16
-.14
-.17
.09
.07
.04
-.22
-.22
-.24
-.22

HH_T9
-.13
-.13
-.16
-.16
-16
.10
.06
.04
-.19
-.21
-.19
-.21

HH_T10
-.15
-.15
-.16
-.16
-.18
.10
.06
.05
-.15
-.21
-.20
-.19

Note: EthID = centrality of ethnic identity (enculturation). NZID = National identification with
New Zealand (acculturation). ED = Perceived ethnic deprivation. HH = honesty-humility.
T6-10 = Wave 6-10.
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Table 2. 7
Bivariate Correlations of Honesty-Humility with Enculturation, Acculturation, and Ethnic Deprivation (Ethnic Minority Sample)

EthID_T6
EthID_T7
EthID_T8
EthID_T9
EthID_T10
NZID_T7
NZID_T8
NZID_T10
HH_T6
HH_T7
HH_T8
HH_T9
HH_T10
ED_T6
ED_T7
ED_T8
ED_T9
ED_T10

α
.82
.83
.87
.84
.85
*
*
*
.73
.74
.79
.77
.76
**
**
**
**
**

SWL_T6
.00
------.14
-----.19
-----

SWL_T7
-.01
---.21
---.15
-----.27
----

SWL_T8
---.01
---.28
---.22
-----.25
---

SWL_T9
---.10
-------.25
-----.21
--

SWL_T10
-----.04
--.19
----.19
-----.31

Note: Correlations conducted using Mplus v8.3 with FIML and outliers transformed to z-scores of +/-3. *NZ Identification only included one item; **Ethnic Deprivation only included two items. SWL = satisfaction with life. EthID
= centrality of ethnic identity (enculturation). NZID = National identification with New Zealand (acculturation). ED
= Perceived ethnic deprivation. HH = honesty-humility. T6-10 = Wave 6-10.
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Table 2. 8
Bivariate Correlations of Honesty-Humility with Enculturation, Acculturation, and Ethnic Deprivation (Ethnic Minority Sample)

EthID_T6
EthID_T7
EthID_T8
EthID_T9
EthID_T10
NZID_T7
NZID_T8
NZID_T10
ED_T6
ED_T7
ED_T8
ED_T9
ED_T10

HH_T6
-.19
-.13
-.10
-.08
-.12
.16
.13
.01
-.27
-.29
-.20
-.24
-.28

HH_T7
-.15
-.11
-.07
-.01
-.09
.10
.03
-.05
-.23
-.30
-.20
-.22
-.28

HH_T8
-.14
-.11
-.13
-.06
-.17
.11
.04
-.03
-.28
-.31
-.24
-.24
-.30

HH_T9
-.15
-.11
-.10
-.06
-.14
.21
.12
.09
-.25
-.26
-.18
-.19
-.27

HH_T10
-.11
-.07
-.07
-.04
-.13
.12
.05
.03
-.23
-.25
-.21
-.23
-.31

Note: Correlations conducted using Mplus v8.3 with FIML and outliers transformed to z-scores of +/-3.
EthID = centrality of ethnic identity (enculturation). NZID = National identification with New Zealand
(acculturation). ED = Perceived ethnic deprivation. HH = honesty-humility. T6-10 = Wave 6-10.
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Table 2. 9
Bivariate Correlations of Potential Covariates with Life Satisfaction (Total Sample)

Age_T6
Household Income_T6
Time_in_NZ_T9

SWL_T6
.07**

SWL_T7
.04

SWL_T8
.06*

SWL_T9
.08**

SWL_T10
.10**

.14**

.17**

.13**

.13**

.10**

.01

.01

.05

.02

.06*

Note: Correlations conducted using Mplus v8.3 with FIML and outliers transformed to z-scores of +/-3. * Indicates
p < .05, ** p < .01. SWL = satisfaction with life. T6-10 = Waves 6-10. NZ = New Zealand.
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Table 2. 10
Multivariate Analysis of Categorical Variables and Satisfaction with Life
Categorical
Variable
Gender at
T6

Life
Satisfaction
Timepoint

Sum of
Squares

Wave 6
Wave 7
Wave 8
Wave 9
Wave 10

2.85
.55
2.20
1.35
1.69

Wave 6
Wave 7
Wave 8
Wave 9
Wave 10

2.34
.01
5.14
1.48
.28

Mean
Square

F-value

p-value

Partial
η2

Observed
power

2
2
2
2
2

1.42
.275
1.10
.68
.84

1.44
.282
1.12
.69
.87

.236
.754
.328
.500
.420

.002
.000
.002
.001
.001

.31
.10
.25
.17
.20

1
1
1
1
1

2.34
.01
5.14
1.48
.28

2.37
.01
5.22
1.51
.29

.920
.023
.219
.591
.718

.002
.000
.004
.001
.000

.05
.63
.23
.08
.14

df

Religious at
T6

Ethnicity at
T6
Wave 6
5.95
3
1.79
1.84
.138
.004
.52
Wave 7
5.38
3
3.46
3.51
.015
.004
.48
Wave 8
10.37
3
2.41
2.47
.061
.008
.78
Wave 9
7.23
3
2.78
2.85
.036
.005
.62
Wave 10
8.34
3
1.42
1.44
.236
.006
.68
Note: α for power analysis set at .05. Gender: Female, 817; Male, 568; Gender Diverse, 4. Religious Identification:
836 no, 553 yes. Ethnicity: European, 1208; Māori, 8; Pacific, 33; Asian, 140. Levene’s test of equality of error variances based on mean standardized scores was >.05 for every measure of life satisfaction. Z-scores with fixed outliers
were used for the criterion variables. Boldface represents significant effects.

112

Table 2. 11
Growth Mixture Models for Total Sample of Immigrants Waves 6-10

Model
M1: 1
Class
M2: 2
Classes
M2: 3
Classes
M2: 4
Classes
M3: 2
Classes
M3: 3
Classes
M3: 4
Classes
M4: 2
Classes
M4: 3*
Classes
M4: 4*
Classes

k–1
comparisons BLRT
p-value

Terminated normally/
H0
replicated?

Parameters

H0

BIC

Smallest
Class Size

% Of
sample

Entropy

k–1
comparisons LMR
p-value

17

-17720.63

35566.16

--

--

--

--

--

Yes

No

22

-17535.37

35232.38

219

14.1%

.871

<.0001

<.0001

Yes

No

27

-17461.58

35121.55

85

5.5%

.860

.030

<.0001

Yes

Yes

32

-17393.12

35021.34

56

3.6%

.861

.100

<.0001

Yes

Yes

26

-17492.82

35176.68

497

32.0%

.537

<.0001

<.0001

Yes

Yes

35

-16827.12

33911.40

394

25.4%

.813

<.0001

<.0001

Yes

Yes

44

-16691.53

33706.35

125

8.0%

.835

.070

<.0001

Yes

Yes

28

-17057.28

34320.28

679

43.8%

.759

<.0001

<.0001

Yes

Yes

39

-16853.48

33993.50

200

12.9%

.786

.002

<.0001

Yes

Yes

Error in
model?

Did not converge

Note: M1 = No classes with differences in means, variances, or covariances. M2 = Class means estimated to be different. M3 = Means, variances and covariances
estimated to be different. M4 = Means, variances, covariances, and residuals estimated to be different. 5000 starting values, 200 iterations, 200 optimizations.
LRT: 50 20 50 20. 100 LRT bootstraps. Rerun with 200 LRT bootstraps. Convergence = .000001. Estimator = MLR. Boldface indicates best model. Red text
indicates reason model was not chosen. * Indicates LRT starts were increased (100 20 100 20) to respond to issues with potential local maxima in LRT comparisons, as suggested by output.
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Table 2. 12
Mean Scores for Total Sample on Acculturation and Enculturation over Time

Moderately
Integrated
Assimilating

Profile
Size
1333
219

New Zealand
Identity
Intercept/
SD
6.21/
.56
3.17/
.56

pvalue
<.001/
<.001

New Zealand
Identity
Slope/
SD
.034/
.24

<.001/
<001

.70/
.24

pvalue
.154/
.127

Ethnic
Identity
Intercept/
SD
3.43/
1.38

.001/
.127

3.28/
1.38

pvalue
<.001/
<.001

Ethnic
Identity
Slope/
SD
-.04/
.26

pvalue
.006/
<.001

<.001/
<.001

-.04/
.26

.417/
<.001
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Note: EthID = centrality of ethnic identity (enculturation). NZID = National identification with New Zealand (acculturation). W6-10 = Wave 6-10. Class 1 =
Moderately Integrated profile. Class 2 = Acculturating profile.

Figure 2. 3
Latent Class Trajectories on Acculturation and Enculturation Over Time
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Table 2. 13
Predictors of Membership in Latent Class Growth Curves of Acculturation Orientations
Criteria

B

SE

B/SE

p-value

.03
-.01
-.41

.01
.01
.27

4.23
-.94
-1.49

<.001
.346
.135

-.03
.01
-.41

.01
.01
.27

-4.23
.94
1.49

<.001
.346
.135

Predictor
Moderately Integrated
Years lived in NZ
Age
Dichotomous Ethnic Identification Variable*
Acculturating
Years lived in NZ
Age
Dichotomous Ethnic Identification Variable*

Note: Listwise deletion was used in this analysis. 28 cases were deleted for a total of 1524 cases included.
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Table 2. 14
Descriptive Information of Each Profile Based on Non-Indicator Variables
Variable
Ethnicity (Wave 6)
European/Pakehā
Māori
Asian
Pacific
Total
Gender (Wave 6)
Female
Male
Gender Diverse
Total
Religious/Spiritual
Identification (Wave 6)
Yes
No
Total
Region of Origin
(Wave 6)
Oceania/Antarctica
North/Western Europe
Southern & Eastern Europe
North Africa/Mile East
Sub-Saharan Africa
The Americas
South-East Asia
North-East Asia
Southern and Central
Asia
Total
Total Languages Spoken (Wave 10)
1
2
3
4
5
6
Total

Moderately
Integrated

Acculturating

1131 (85.7%)
8 (0.6%)
139 (10.5%)
42 (3.2%)
1320

189 (87.9%)
1 (0.5%)
22 (10.2%)
3 (1.4%)
215

779 (58.4%)
551 (41.3%)
3 (0.2%)
1333

139 (63.5%)
78 (35.6%)
2 (0.9%)
219

Missing
Data
17

0

37
536 (41.0%)
770 (59.0%)
1306

8 (39.2%)
127 (60.8%)
209
1

151 (11.3%)
778 (58.4%)

44 (20.1%)
111 (50.7%)

26 (2.0%)

6 (2.7%)

10 (.8%)
111 (8.3%)
110 (8.3%)
69 (5.2%)
51 (3.8%)

3 (1.4%)
17 (7.8%)
20 (9.1%)
6 (2.7%)
11 (5.0%)

26 (2.0%)

1 (0.5%)

1332

219
27

856 (65.3%)
325 (24.8%)
89 (6.8%)
31 (2.4%)
6 (0.5%)
3 (0.2%)
1310

127 (59.1%)
67 (31.2%)
13 (6.0%)
6 (2.8%)
1 (0.5%)
1 (0.5%)
215
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Table 2. 15
Model Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models of Life Satisfaction
Variable

Model

ChiSquare

Scaling
Correction

df

Sattora-Bentler
p-value

CFI

ΔCFI

RMSEA
[90% CI]

No-Growth

78.02

1.44

17

--

.981

--

.05
[.04-.06]

.04

Growth

21.24

1.46

14

<.001

.998

.017

.02
[.00-.03]

.04

121.08

1.36

24

--

.975

--

05
[.04-.06]

.10

24.75

1.38

20

<.001

.999

.024

.01
[.00-.02]

.03

SRMR

1. Life Satisfaction

2. Life Satisfaction
3. Life Satisfaction
+ Ethnic Dep. +Acc.
Profile

4. Life Satisfaction
+ Ethnic Dep. +
Acc. Profile

Effects of
Covariates
on slope
and intercept = 0
Effects of
Covariates
estimated
on slope
and
intercept

Note: All models used MLR estimation. Acc. Profile = Profile Classification from Latent Class Growth Curve Analysis. Ethnic Dep. = Perceived ethnic deprivation.
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Note: t6 = Wave 6, t7 = Wave 7, t8 = Wave 8, t9 = Wave 9, t10 = Wave 10; edep = ethnic deprivation, profile = acculturation profile classification, eta_1 = intercept of life satisfaction, eta_2 = slope of life satisfaction, lsat = life satisfaction.

Figure 2. 3
Standardized Significant Effects of Acculturation Profile Classification and Ethnic Deprivation on Well-Being

119

Table 2. 16
Model Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models of Life Satisfaction with Honesty-Humility Effects Added Incrementally
Variable

Model

ChiSquare
67.73

Scaling
Correction
1.33

CFI

ΔCFI

25

Sattora-Bentler
p-value*
--

.990

--

df

RMSEA
[90% CI]
.03
[.02-.04]

SRMR

1. Life Satisfaction
+ Eth Dep + Acc.
Profile + HonestyHumility

Effects of
Honesty-Humility on
slope, intercept set to 0

2. Life Satisfaction
+ Eth Dep + Acc.
Profile + HonestyHumility

Effects of
Honesty-Humility on
slope estimated, intercept set to 0

57.59

1.34

24

.001

.992

.002

.03
[.02-.04]

.05

3. Life Satisfaction
+ Eth Dep + Acc.
Profile + HonestyHumility

Effects of
Honesty-Humility on
slope set to
0, intercept
estimated

30.95

1.34

24

<.001

.998

.008

.01
[.00-.03]

.03

4. Life Satisfaction
+ Eth Dep + Acc.
Profile + HonestyHumility

Effects of
Honesty-Humility on
slope, intercept estimated

29.96

1.35

23

<.001

.998

.008

.01
[.00-.03]

.06

.03

Note: All models used MLR estimation. Sattora-Bentler p-values and ΔCFI are from comparisons to model 1. The p-value for Sattora-Bentler comparison of
models 3 and 4 was .336. Model in Boldface represents model that was selected as best bit for the data.
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Table 2. 17
Model Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models of Life Satisfaction with Honesty-Humility as a Potential Moderator of Profile Classification.
Variable

Model

ChiSquare

Scaling
Correction

df

Sattora-Bentler
p-value*

CFI

ΔCFI

RMSEA
[90% CI]

SRMR

1. HH, Acc.
Profile
Prob., Eth.
Dep, Life
Satisfaction

Direct effect on intercept
est., interaction effects = 0

36.30

1.38

29

--

.998

--

.01
[.00-.02]

.03

2. HH, Acc.
Profile, Eth.
Dep, Life
Satisfaction

Interaction
effect est.
only on intercept

35.60

1.39

28

.456

.998

.000

.01
[.00--.02]

.03

3. HH, Acc.
Profile, Eth.
Dep, Life
Satisfaction

Interaction
effect est.
only on
slope.

34.47

1.37

28

.189

.998

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

4. HH, Acc.
Profile, Eth.
Dep, Life
Satisfaction

Interaction
effects estimated on
int and
slope.

33.99

1.38

27

.315

.998

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

Note: All models used MLR estimation. Sattora-Bentler p-values and ΔCFI are from comparisons to model 1. HH = Honesty-Humility at Wave 6. Est. = estimated. Profile = classification in Moderately Integrated or Assimilating Profiles. Eth. Dep. = Ethnic Deprivation at Wave 6. Model in Boldface represents model
that was selected as best bit for the data
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Table 2. 18
Model Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models of Life Satisfaction with Honesty-Humility as Moderator of Assimilating Probability
Model

ChiSquare

Scaling
Correction

df

Sattora-Bentler
p-value*

CFI

ΔCFI

RMSEA
[90% CI]

SRMR

1. HH, Acc.
Profile
Prob., Eth.
Dep, Life
Satisfaction

Direct effect on intercept
est., interaction effects = 0

33.54

1.38

29

--

.999

--

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

2. HH, Acc.
Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Interaction
effect est.
only on intercept

32.88

1.38

28

.417

.999

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

3. HH, Acc.
Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Interaction
effect est.
only on
slope.

31.86

1.36

28

.217

.999

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

4. HH, Acc.
Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Interaction
effects estimated on
int and
slope.

31.70

1.37

27

.390

.999

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

Variable

Note: All models used MLR estimation. Sattora-Bentler p-values and ΔCFI are from comparisons to model 1. HH = Honesty-Humility at Wave 6. Est. = estimated. Profile Prob. = probability of classification in Moderately Integrated Profile. Eth. Dep. = Ethnic Deprivation at Wave 6. Model in Boldface represents
model that was selected as best bit for the data
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Table 2. 19
Model Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models of Life Satisfaction with Honesty-Humility as Moderator of Moderately Integrated
Probability
Model

ChiSquare

Scaling
Correction

df

Sattora-Bentler
p-value*

CFI

ΔCFI

RMSEA
[90% CI]

SRMR

1. HH, Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Direct effect on intercept
est., interaction effects = 0

33.52

1.38

29

--

.999

--

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

2. HH, Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Interaction
effect est.
only on intercept

32.86

1.39

28

.467

.999

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

3. HH, Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Interaction
effect est.
only on
slope.

33.10

1.39

28

.635

.999

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

4. HH, Profile Prob.,
Eth. Dep,
Life Satisfaction

Interaction
effects estimated on
int and
slope.

32.33

1.40

27

.724

.999

.000

.01
[.00-.02]

.02

Variable

Note: All models used MLR estimation. Sattora-Bentler p-values and ΔCFI are from comparisons to model 1. HH = Honesty-Humility at Wave 6. Est. = estimated. Profile Prob. = probability of classification in Moderately Integrated Profile. Eth. Dep. = Ethnic Deprivation at Wave 6. Model in Boldface represents
model that was selected as best bit for the data
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Note: t6 = Wave 6, t7 = Wave 7, t8 = Wave 8, t9 = Wave 9, t10 = Wave 10; edep = ethnic deprivation, profile = acculturation profile probability, hh = honestyhumility, eta_1 = intercept of life satisfaction, eta_2 = slope of life satisfaction, lsat = life satisfaction

Figure 2.4
Standardized Significant Effects of Probability of Acculturation Profile Classification, Honesty-Humility, and Ethnic Deprivation on
Well-Being
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Measures
Honesty-Humility (MINI-IPIP6; Scale: 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very accurate); Sibley et al.,
2011)
1. Would like to be seen driving around in a very expensive car.
2. Would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods.
3. Feel entitled to more of everything.
4. Deserve more things in life.
Life Satisfaction (SWL; Scale: 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree); Diener et al., 1985)
1. I am satisfied with my life.
2. In most ways my life is close to ideal.
National Identification (NZID; Scale: 1 (fully disagree) to 7 (fully agree); Postmes, Haslam, &
Jans, 2013)
1. I identify with New Zealand.
Ethnic Identity Centrality (EthID; Scale: 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree); Leach et al.,
2008).
1. I often think about the fact that I am a member of my ethnic group.
2. The fact that I am a member of my ethnic group is an important part of my identity.
3. Being a member of my ethnic group is an important part of how I see myself.
Relative Deprivation – Ethnic Group (EthDep; Scale: 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree); Adapted from Abrams & Grant, 2012)
1. I’m frustrated by what my ethnic group earns relative to other groups in NZ.
2. People from my ethnic group generally earn less than other groups in NZ.

